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PREFACE 


Tunis volume completes the documentation of British policy towards the 
states of Europe in 1920 and also includes two chapters, Chapter IV relating 
to Transcaucasia and Chapter V relating to Russia, which to some extent 
transcend European affairs and which are prolonged into the first half of 
1921. 

Chapter I, the briefest in this book, is concerned with Western Europe, and 
follows up Chapter I in Volume V. It contains correspondence and memo- 
randa, &c., covering the period from January 12 to December 31, 1920. These 
include the minutes of the last meeting in Paris of the Commission for the 
revision of the Treaties of 1839 (No. 8) and several documents concerned 
with the Belgo-Dutch dispute over the Wielingen Channel, which was one of 
the main reasons for the breakdown of the negotiations begun under the 
auspices of that Commission. The chapter also contains two documents (Nos. 
10 and 14) relating to the proposal to construct a Channel Tunnel,' corre- 
spondence, &c., concerning the defence of Belgium (Nos. 6, 7, 9, 11, 23, 37, 
38, 45, 48), a report of an interview with the King of Spain (No. 5), and 
a representation by Lord Curzon to ex-King Manuel of Portugal (No. 46). 

The much longer Chapter II relates to the affairs of Central Europe, in- 
cluding Italy, and continues for the same period as Chapter I the documen- 
tation of policy towards the Central European States begun in Volume VI, 
Chapter I. The documents in it are mainly concerned with the economic 
relief and military control of Austria and Hungary, with the unsettled state of 
both countries, especially Hungary, with the ratification of the Treaty of 
Trianon, and with the Adriatic question. Among many other topics covered or 
touched upon are the Klagenfurt plebiscite (pp. 263~311 passim), the Habsburg 
succession in Hungary, the Anschluss, British business interest in the develop- 
ment of trade and shipping in the Danube region, and Messrs. Béla Kun and 
(Nos. 222, 228, 271, 272) Trebitsch Lincoln. 

Chapter III treats of British relations with the Balkan States during 
approximately the same period, namely from mid-January 1920 to the end of 
the year. The documents printed relate especially to the affairs of Roumania,3 
where Mr. Rattigan, H.M. Chargé d’Affaires, exercised considerable in- 
fluence until his departure from Bucharest in October, to the Albanian and 
Montenegrin questions, and to the change in the situation in Greece after 


' Apart from these and one or two other documents in this chapter, Anglo-French rela~ 
tions in 1920 are principally illustrated in other volumes such as those relating to Germany- 
(Vols. [IX and X), to Poland, Danzig and the Baltic States (Vol. XI), and to the Near and. 
Middle East (Vol. XIII, in preparation) as well as in other chapters in this present volume, 

? Italian affairs were handled in the Foreign Office by the Central European and Persia 
Department. 

3 Also documented earlier in Vol. VI, Chap. I. 
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M. Venizelos’s defeat in the elections of November 1920 and the subsequent 
return to Athens of King Constantine. 

Chapter IV contains correspondence and memoranda concerning the 
Transcaucasian States of Georgia, Armenia and Azerbaijan, about which 
earlier papers were printed in Volume III, Chapter II. It begins in February 
1920 and concludes with a despatch of April 20, 1921, giving an account of 
the Soviet Russian and Turkish Nationalist invasions of Georgia which led to 
the collapse of the last independent government in Transcaucasia and the 
withdrawal of the British Mission from Georgia. 

Finally, Chapter V comprises papers concerning the policy of H.M.G. 
towards the Soviet Russian Government in Moscow and the government of 
General Wrangel in South Russia. Like the preceding chapter, it follows up 
documentation provided in Chapter II of Volume III and carries it on into 
1921, ending slightly earlier, with the conclusion of the Anglo-Soviet trade 
agreement of March 16, 1921. Apart from the trade negotiations, one of the 
main themes is the exchange of prisoners and the endeavours of His Majesty’s 
Government to secure the release of the British citizens imprisoned in Baku 
after the overthrow in April 1920 of the independent Transcaucasian 
Republic of Azerbaijan referred to in the preceding chapter. An Introductory 
Note contains a list of documents referred to which have already been printed 
in English and explains that owing to limitations of space we have in this 
chapter confined ourselves as far as possible to printing hitherto unpublished 
correspondence and memoranda. 

Relevant documents from the personal papers of Lord Curzon have been 
included where appropriate, and from May 1920 onwards Paris telegrams 
relating to the proceedings of the Conference of Ambassadors have, according 
to the system already adopted,‘ normally been printed from the file Confi- 
dential/General/199/1-3. 

This volume has been edited in accordance with the standing conditions, 
which continue to be fulfilled, of access to all papers in the Foreign Office 
archives and of freedom in their selection and arrangement. 

I have to thank the Librarian of the Foreign Office, Mr. R. W. Mason, 
C.M.G., and many members of the Library staff for the indispensable help 
which they have kindly continued to afford. I also wish to express my grati- 
tude for invaluable assistance in the preparation of this volume to the Assis- 
tant Editor (Miss M. E. Lambert, M.A.), Miss I. Bains, M.A., Mrs. W. 
Reynolds, M.A., Miss J. Bradley, B.A., and to Miss A. J. Fraser, B. A., who 
drafted the Chapter Summaries. 


January 1962 


J. P. T. BURY 


4 See prefaces to Vol. IX and subsequent volumes. 
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No. 67 


EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 
No. 756 


Sr E. Howarp 
Madrid 
No. 176 


Sir F. VItimers 
Brussels 
No. 171 


Sir F. VIttmrs 
Brussels 


MEETING OF COMMISSION 


CHAPTER SUMMARIES 


CHAPTER I 


Western Europe 


January 12—-December 31, 1920 


Jan. 


Jan. 


Jan. 


Mar. 


Mar. 


Mar. 


FOR REVISION OF 
TREATIES OF 1839 


Paris 
No. 11 


Mar. 


DATE 


12 


14 


20 


16 


- 20 


22 


23 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Belgian Govt. believe that visit of Sir R. 
Graham to Luxemburg will indicate dis- 
agreement of H.M.G. with Belgian policy: 
M.F.A. suggests that Sir R. Graham be 
authorized to express H.M.G.’s satisfaction 
at resumption of Belgian-Luxemburg nego- 
tiations. 

Refers to No. 1, which was received after 
departure of Sir R. Graham: it was there- 
fore not possible for H.M.G. to act as de- 
sired by Belgian Govt. 


Refers to No. 1 and reports interview with 
Belgian M.F.A. in Brussels; presentation of 
Letters of Credence to Grand Duchess 
of Luxemburg; and conversations with 
Luxemburg personalities. 


Reports introduction of bill to establish a 
French Embassy to the Holy See: decision 
influenced by presence of British Mission 
to the Vatican, and by Anglo-French ten- 
sion over Syria and the East. 


Transmits despatch by Major Lembcke 
reporting interview with King of Spain 
regarding Spanish claims in Tangier, de- 
fence of the Straits of Gibraltar and surplus 
armaments offered to Spanish Govt. by 
H.M.G. 


Reports conversation with Belgian M.F.A. 
who stated Belgium’s unwillingness to enter 
into military agreement with France while 
deadlock over Guillaume—Luxemburg rail- 
way remains, and urged that H.M.G. 
should discuss a military arrangement with 
Belgium and France. 


Letter to Lord Curzon urging that H.M.G. 
should consider favourably Belgian request 
conveyed in No. 6: mentions French propa- 
ganda in Belgium. 


Discussion of projected treaty between 
Netherlands and Belgium: Belgian and 
Netherland declarations regarding the 
Scheldt and the Wielingen: question of 
Baerle-Duc to be resolved in a separate 
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Sir F. VILviers 
Brussels 


EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 387 


Sr F. VILviers 
Brussels 
No. 215 


Sir F. VILviers 
Brussels 
No. 233 


To BELGIAN AMBASSADOR 


London 


FOREIGN OFFICE 


Sm F. ViILttmers 
Brussels 
No. 326 


Sir E. Howarp 
Madrid 


No. 333 


BELGIAN AMBASSADOR 


London 
No. 30P/2552 


EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 642 
Srr R. GRAHAM 
The Hague 
No. 492 


DATE 


Mar. 25 


Mar. 29 


Apr. 8 


Apr. 15 


Apr. 28 


May | 


May 15 


May 20 


May 28 


May 29 


May 31 


MAIN 8UBJECT 


convention: examination of proposed col- 
lective treaty: Belgian statement of ob- 
jections. 

Annexe I, Belgian Note of Mar. 31 on 
Wielingen dispute. 

Annexe IT. Netherland Note of May 3 on 
Wielingen dispute. 

Annexe V. ‘Text of proposed collective 
treaty. 


Letter referring to Nos. 6 and 7. Belgian 
M.F.A. states that French Govt. are press- 
ing urgently for a military agreement and 
deplores H.M.G.’s apparent lack of interest 
in Belgium. 

Reports of conversation with Minister of 
Finance who said that French Govt. were 
willing to start work on Channel Tunnel 
as soon as H.M.G. concurred. 


Transmits report by Brig.-Gen. Lyon con- 
taining observations on No. 6: future size 
of Belgian army: mutual advantage of 
Anglo-Belgian military understanding. 
Transmits report by Brig.-Gen. Lyon of 
conversation with King of the Belgians: 
H.M.’s desire for co-operation between 
British and Belgian armies: hope that Bel- 
gian officers might attend British military 
schools. 


H.M.G. agree with Belgian Govt. that 
Art. 34 of Treaty of Versailles should not 
be altered in respect of Eupen and Mal- 
médy. 

Memorandum on Channel Tunnel: con- 
cludes that Anglo-French relations are too 
unstable to justify its construction. 


Refers to Nos. 6 and g: reports agreement 
regarding Guillaume—Luxemburg railway 
reached by France and Belgium: military 
agreement to be discussed: Belgian Govt. 
to appoint Minister to Luxemburg and 
open negotiations for economic agreement. 


Considers probable effect on Spanish 
opinion of any unilateral attempt by 
H.M.G. to give financial assistance to 
Portuguese Govt. 

Affirms Belgian point of view in Wielingen 
dispute: transmits copy of letter of May 21 
from Belgian delegation to President of 
Commission for Revision of the Treaties of 
1839. 

Reports discussion of Eupen and Malmédy 
question by Ambassadors’ Conference. 


Reports interview with Netherland M.F.A. 
regarding Wielingen dispute: believes that 
Netherland Govt. are prepared to take a 
reasonable line. 
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To BELGIAN AMBASSADOR 
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DATE 
June 2 
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June 7 
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July 7 


July 20 


July 21 


July 24 


July 30 


Aug. 2 


Aug. 2 


Aug. 3 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Reports interview with Sec.-Gen. of French 
Ministry for Foreign Affairs regarding 
anti-British propaganda in French press. 


Letter from Sir E. Crowe referring to No. 
16: no loan to Portugal at present contem- 
plated: Spanish Govt. unlikely to be con- 
sulted on the subject by H.M.G. 


Transmits copy of No. 17: asks for views 
of French Govt. on merits of Belgian case: 
instructs Lord Derby tosuggest joint Anglo- 
French representations at The Hague. 


Memorandum reporting conversation at 
Boulogne with Belgian M.F.A. who urged 
importance of Anglo-Belgian military 
understanding, and suggested Anglo- 
French representations at The Hague on 
desirability of combined Dutch-Belgian 
defence of Dutch Limburg. 


Reports conversation between Netherland 
Minister and Sir E. Crowe regarding the 
Wielingen dispute: H.M.G. do not share 
Netherland fears of Belgian territorial de- 
signs: H.M.G.’s interest in settlement of 
dispute and signature of convention for 
revision of 1839 treaties. 


Refers to No. 17: H.M. and French 
Govts. have decided to address joint re- 
presentations to Netherland Govt. regard- 
ing Wielingen dispute. 


Refers to Nos. 22 and 24, and transmits 
copy of French memorandum on Wielin- 
gen dispute: instructs H.M. Minister to 
make joint representations accordingly 
with French colleague at The Hague. 


Refers to No. 26. Netherland Govt. prefer 
to reach agreement without Anglo-French 
pressure: instructions to defer representa- 
tions if French Minister agrees. 


French Govt. hope H.M.G. will confirm 
instructions to H.M. Minister at The 
Hague to make proposed representations 
without delay. 


Refers to Nos. 26 and 27: asks for instruc- 
tions: fears direct Belgian-Netherland 
agreement unlikely, but that representa- 
tions may be ineffective if unsupported by 
pressure. 


Netherland Minister proposes expert com- 
mission of four to examine Wielingen dis- 
pute: H.M.G. favour suggestion: official 
Netherland proposals awaited: instruc- 
tions to explain position to French/Belgian 
Govts. 


Refers to Nos. 29 and 30. Will take no 
action until further instructed. French 
Chargé d’Affaires agrees to wait. 
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Oct. 9 


Oct. 19 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Refers to Nos. 30 and 19: reports interview 
with Netherland M.F.A. regarding Wie- 
lingen dispute: Netherland Govt. propose 
commission of four but unwilling to put it 
forward officially. 


Reports Belgian Govt. unwilling to accept 
commission unless joint Anglo-French 
communication made to Netherland Govt. 


Refers to No. 30: regrets Belgian attitude 
regarding Anglo-French communication 
to Netherland Govt. Proposal for commis- 
sion has now been accepted by Netherland 
Govt.: instructs H.M. Chargé d’Affaires 
to urge Belgian Govt. to accept proposal. 


Refers to No. 34: discusses French attitude 
to proposed commission of experts: con- 
siders separate representation by H.M.G. 
to Belgian Govt. inadvisable in view of 
probable French acceptance of Belgian 
view. 


Refers to Nos. 34 and 35. Proposes to take 
no action pending arrival of Sir G. Gra- 
hame. 


Refers to conversation at Spa between M. 
Delacroix and Mr. Lloyd George, who 
stated H.M.G.’s inability to participate in 
Franco-Belgian military discussions. 
Reports ratification of Franco-Belgian 
Military Agreement and M. Delacroix’s 
comments upon it. Transmits report by 
Brig.-Gen. Lyon of interview with Chief 
of Belgian General Staff regarding nature 
of the Agreement. 


Reports interview with Belgian President 
of Council who communicated plan for 
general agreement between Belgium and 
Netherlands: support of H.M.G. would be 
appreciated. 

Refers to No. 39. Instructions to inform 
M. Delacroix of H.M.G.’s reluctance to 
intervene. 

Records interview with Portuguese M.F.A. 
regarding Portuguese internal affairs and 
Spanish policy towards Portugal: M.F.A. 
requested representation of British Navy 
at forthcoming independence celebrations. 
Reports proposals of French Govt. for joint 
Anglo-French action to resolve deadlock 
in Wielingen dispute. 

Refers to No. 42. Instructs Lord Derby to 
inform French Govt. that since Netherland 
and Belgian Govts. now desire to resolve 
deadlock by direct negotiation, H.M.G. 
propose to take no further action. 


Reports meeting of Monarchist Conserva- 
tive Youth organization, and transmits 
copy of letter from ex-King Manuel read 
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Sir G. GRAHAME 
Brussels 
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To Ex-K1ING MANUEL 
OF PORTUGAL 


To Sir L. CARNEGIE 
Lisbon 
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Sir G. GRAHAME 
Brussels 
No. 891 


DATE 


Oct. 31 


Nov. 29 


Dec. 8 


Dec. 14 


MAIN SUBJECT 


to the meeting. Describes other Monar- 
chist activities and propaganda. 


Reports on Belgian press reaction to Mr. 
Lloyd George’s answer to Parliamentary 
Question regarding British obligations to 
Belgium in event of German aggression. 


Letter from Lord Curzon informing ex- 
King Manuel that encouragement of 
revolutionary movements in Portugal, as 
reported in No. 44, is inconsistent with 
hospitality extended to him in England. 


Refers to Nos. 44 and 46: records interview 
with Marquis de Soveral, who explained 
ex-King Manuel’s action (No. 44 enclo- 
sure), and was informed that H.M.G. re- 
garded it as a serious indiscretion. 


Reports debate in Belgian Chamber of 
Deputies on Dec. 9: speech by Belgian 
M.F.A. regarding Franco-Belgian Military 
Agreement and Belgian desire for adhesion 
of H.M.G. Has attempted to dissuade M. 
Jaspar from official approach to H.M.G. 
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NO. AND NAME 


Mr. HOHLER 
Budapest 
Tel. No. 18 


EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 46 
Mr. LINDSAY 
Washington 
Tel. No.37 


Mr. HOHLER 
Budapest 
Tel. No. 21 


To Sm A. Younc 
Belgrade 
No. 29 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Vienna 
Tel. Unnumbered 


DATE 


Jan. 14 


Jan. 15 


Jan. 16 


Jan. 17 


Jan. 18 


MAIN SUBJECT 
Reports interview with Hungarian Prime 
Minister regarding Roumanian occupa- 
tion of Trans-Theiss region of Hungary. 


Reports handing of Draft Peace Treaty to 
Hungarian delegation. 


Reports interview with Mr. Polk on U.S. 
policy in Central Europe: believes U.S. 
has no fixed policy beyond immediate 
relief. 


Reports Hungarian Prime Minister’s en- 
quiry as to Allied views on future ruler of 
Hungary: suggests election of some Hun- 
garian as Palatine. 


Approves H.M. Minister’s action on ex- 
port of Serbian foodstuffs to Hungary: 
H.M.G. not prepared to ignore respon- 
sibilities towards Austrian and Hungarian 
peoples. 

Reports reception of Diplomatic Corps 
Jan. 17 by State Chancellor who spoke 
seriously of Bolshevik danger and delays in 


XV 


PAGE 


77 


78 


79 


80 


PAGE 


83 


84 


84 


85 


85 


86 








55 


57 


59 


61 


62 


NO. AND NAME 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Vienna 
Tel. No. 29 


Bric.-GEN. GORTON 
Budapest 


To Mr. Linpsay 
Washington 
Tel. No. 75 


Mr. HOHLER 
Budapest 
Tel. No. 30 


Sir A. YOuNG 
Belgrade 
Tel. No. 20 


To Mr. RATTIGAN 
Bucharest 
Tel. No. 25 


To EARL or DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 114 


EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 96 


To Mr. Linpsay 
Washington 
Tel. No. 85 


To Sir A. Younc 
Belgrade 
Tel. No. 17 


DATE 


Jan. 


Jan. 


Jan. 


Jan. 


Jan. 


Jan. 


Jan. 


19 


21 


22 


22 


. 23 


23 


23 


24 


. 24 


. 24 


MAIN SUBJECT 


purchase of food supplies. Fears tendency 
of Austria and Czechoslovakia to oppose 
Hungary and Poland: draws attention of 
H.M.G. to inter-relation of questions of 
Bolshevism and food shortage, and urgency 
of problem. 


Discusses Communist activity in Austria: 
considers organized outbreak unlikely, but 
situation precarious because of failure to 
disarm Austria: believes disarmament 
should proceed without awaiting Allied 
Military Mission’s arrival: question being 
raised with new Italian Commissioner. 
Report to D.M.I. on Hungarian situation: 
interview with Admiral Horthy regarding 
Hungarian army and gendarmerie, acti- 
vities of Hungarian Minister of War, and 
choice of Palatine: complains of inefficiency 
of Secretariat of Peace Conference. 


Refers to No. 51 (n. 3): urgently requests 
details of relief credit proposals: informal 
negotiations proceeding in Paris between 
agencies involved. 


Reports Inter-Allied Commission refused 
permission to enter Trans-Theiss region of 
Hungary: suggests special mission be sent 
to investigate Roumanian activities in 
occupied area. 


Reports hardening of Yugoslav opinion 
against acceptance of Allies’ solution of 
Adriatic question presented on Jan. 14: he 
and French colleague have done best to 
persuade Serb-Croat-Slovene Govt. to ac- 
cept. 


Refers to No. 49: instructions to co-operate 
with French colleague in insisting on 
Roumanian withdrawal from Hungarian 
territory. 

Instructions to bring question of Serbian 
and Roumanian occupation of Hungary 
before Ambassadors’ Conference, and to 
suggest joint Allied remonstrances at Bel- 
grade and Bucharest. 


Reports Italian Ambassador has been in- 
structed to object to text of Allied proposals 
of Jan. 14 on Adriatic question: asks for 
instructions: considers alteration of text 
would be disastrous. 


Discusses opposition in Congress to Euro- 
pean relief credit: instructions to make 
known British efforts to solve shipping 
problems, &c., and to ensure co-operation 
if Congressional appropriation approved. 


Refers to No. 59: action approved: H.M.G. 
have agreed to prolong till Jan. 28 delay 
extended to Serb-Croat-Slovene Govt. for 
acceptance of Adriatic proposals. 
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EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 114 


Mr. RAtTTIGAN 
Bucharest 
Tel. No. 54 


To Mr. HoHLer 
Budapest 
Tel. No. 35 


Mr. LINDSAY 
Washington 
Tel. No. 69 


I. XI. 


DATE 


Jan. 


Jan. 


Jan. 


Jan. 


Jan. 


Jan. 


Jan. 


Jan. 


Jan. 


Jan. 


Jan. 


Jan. 


25 


26 


26 


26 


26 


27 


28 


28 


28 


28 


29 


29 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Refers to No. 55. Instructions to bring 
question of Communist propaganda in 
Austria before Ambassadors’ Conference, 
and arrange with Allied military represen- 
tatives, &c., best method of disarming 
Vienna. 


Refers to No. 62 . Mr. Lloyd George op- 
poses any alteration in text of Adriatic 
propgsals. 

Instructions to enquire into question of 
food supplies for Hungary, and to re- 
present to Roumanian Govt. necessity for 
immediate remedy. 


Reports meeting held by German National 
Party to demand union of Austria with 
Germany. 


Transmits copy of Note addressed to 
French Ministry for Foreign Affairs regard- 
ing Austrian transport crisis, requesting 
support for proposal to give Wagon Con- 
trol Commission executive power. 


Reports unofficial help given to Col. Gren- 
fell: agreement believed to have been 
reached with Austrian interests concerning 
control of Danube shipping: State Chan- 
cellor has informed Mr. Lindley that he 
favours British control. 


Refers to No. 67. Instructions to bring 
Roumanian refusal to supply foodstuffs to 
Hungary before Ambassadors’ Conference. 


Refers to No. 57. States, for communica- 
tion to U.S. Treasury, conditions laid down 
by H.M. Treasury for British participation 
in credits for Austria and Poland. 


Reports conversation between Mr. Leeper 
and Yugoslav M.F.A.: M. Trumbitch 
anxious reply to Allies’ Adriatic proposals 
should not be understood as refusal, and 
certain that agreement is possible. 


Refers to Nos. 49 and 60: reports interview 
with King regarding promised Roumanian 
evacuation of Hungarian territory, and 
stoppage of food supplies to Hungary. 


Refers to No. 52. Instructions to inform 
Prime Minister of H.M.G.’s views on 
future ruler of Hungary: objections to 
Hapsburg family remain, but H.M.G. have 
no objection to constitutional choice of 
notable Hungarian and no desire to inter- 
vene in Hungarian internal affairs, pro- 
vided Hungarian policy peaceful. 


Refers to No. 72. Reports U.S. Treasury 
regret conditions laid down by H.M. 
Treasury for British participation in relief, 
which they consider will delay action: 
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PAGE 


96 


96 


97 


97 


97 


100 


10! 


102 


102 


103 


103 


b 


77 


78 


79 


81 


NO. AND NAME 


Sr WILLIAM GOODE 


Paris 
_ Tel. No. 3677 


Mr. HOHLER 
Budapest 
No. 40 


FRENCH CHARGE 
D’ AFFAIRES 
London 


EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 125 


To Mr. RATTIGAN 
Bucharest 
Tel. No. 46 

To Smrr A. YOuNG 
Belgrade 
Tel. No. 32 


To Sm A. Younc 
Belgrade 
Tel. No. 34 


To Sm G. BUCHANAN 


Rome 
Tel. No. 50 


Mr. LinpsAy 
Washington 
Tel. No. 95 


Sir W. GoopE 
Paris 


DATE 


Undated 


Feb. | 


Feb. 1 


Feb. 2 


Feb. 3 


Feb. 3 


Feb. 3 


Feb. 3 


Feb. 3 


MAIN SUBJECT 


hopes that condition stipulating employ- 
ment of British credit on British goods only 
will be withdrawn. 


Refers to No. 72. States objections to H.M. 
Treasury’s proviso on relief that each 
country should provide freight for its own 
goods: hopes British shipping will be made 
available for U.S. food supplies. 


eReport on Hungarian situation: is con- 


vinced aims of Hungarian people and 
leaders, except Minister of War, are peace- 
ful: reports overwhelming agreement that 
Hungary cannot exist within boundaries 
laid down by Peace Conference: suggests 
severity of terms is unwise. 


Letter to Lord Hardinge informing him of 
final Italian proposals regarding the 
Adriatic, and suggesting French Govt. and 
H.M.G. should act jointly in communicat- 
ing them to Yugoslav Govt., as requested 
by Italian Govt. 


Reports meeting of Ambassadors’ Confer- 
ence at which he proposed Resolution (an- 
nexed) stating that Allied Powers could not 
tolerate restoration of Hapsburg Dynasty: 
Resolution approved for communication to 
specified govts. and to press. 


Instructions to make representations to 
Roumanian/Yugoslav Govts. regarding 
food shortage in Budapest, and to urge 
them to fulfil contracts and permit export 
of food. 


Instructions to communicate text of 1915 
Treaty of London, to join French colleague 
in urging Serb-Croat-Slovene Govt. to ac- 
cept Fiume compromise, and to point out 
its advantages over Treaty of London. 


Refers to No. 82. Instructions to inform 
Sig. Nitti that Yugoslav refusal to accept 
compromise would entail Italian evacua- 
tion of Fiume according to Treaty of 
London. 


Refers to No. 76. Reports worsening pros- 
pects for grant of relief for Central Europe. 
Believes Congress will pass grant of 
$50,000,000 but no later increase: offers of 
aid with few conditions by H.M.G. and 
other Govts. might affect situation. 


Letter to Mr. Waterlow: refers to Nos. 72 
and 76 and encloses letter to Lord Curzon 
regarding negotiations with U.S. Govt. for 
relief in Central Europe. Maintenance of 
H.M. Treasury’s stipulations will mean 
failure of British relief policy: food situation 
in Austria urgent. 
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PAGE 


106 


109 


110 


112 


112 


113 


113 


114 


86 


91 


92 


93 


NO. AND NAME 


To H.M. REPRESENTA- 
TIVES 
Vienna 
Tel. No. 46 
Budapest 
Tel. No. 46 
Warsaw 
Tel. No. 64 
Prague 
Tel. No. 18 
Belgrade 
Tel. No. 35 
Bucharest 
Tel. No. 49 


To Sir G. BUCHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 52 


To Mr. LinpsAy 
Washington 
Tel. No. 142 


Mr. HOHLER 
Budapest 
Tel. No. 67 


To EArt or DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 182 


EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 145 


Sir G. BUCHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 52 


Mr. LEEPER 
Paris 


Mr. HouHLeR 
Budapest 
Tel. No. 82 


DATE 


Feb. 4 


Feb. 4 


Feb. 4 


Feb. 4 


Feb. 4 


Feb. 6 


Feb. 7 


Feb. 7 


Feb. 8 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Instructions to inform Govt. concerned of 
H.M.G.’s view that Wagon Control Com- 
mittee should be invested with executive 
powers and to urge them to appoint re- 
presentatives (see No. 69). French Govt. 
concur and are seeking through Ambas- 
sadors’ Conference to bring pressure to 
bear on Central European States to make 
Committee’s control effective. 


Refers to No. 86. Instructions to urge 
Italian Govt. to support French proposal. 


Transmits text of tel. from Chancellor of 
Exchequer to Sir John Bradbury (Paris) 
referring to No. 76 and explaining H.M. 
Treasury’s views on credits for Central 
European relief. 


Refers to No. 75 and reports favourable 
reaction to H.M.G.’s views regarding ruler 
of Hungary: Admiral Horthy now favour- 
ite for position of Head of State. 


Refers to No. 69. Instructions to inform 
French Govt. of H.M.G.’s satisfaction at 
their reply and to ask them to send appro- 
priate representatives instructions concern- 
ing Wagon Control Commission similar to 
those contained in No. 86. 


Reports Ambassadors’ Conference’s dis- 
cussion of questions of Inter-Allied Military 
Commission at Budapest and maintenance 
of order in areas of Hungary evacuated by 
Roumanian troops. 


Refers to Nos. 83, 82, and 69. Reports 
interview with Italian President of Council 
regarding Italian evacuation of Fiume in 
event of application of Treaty of London 
and Italian desire to alter text of pro- 
posals submitted to Serb-Croat-Slovene 
Govt. 


Letter to Mr. Kerr stating that U.S. 
Memorandum is not official reply to tele- 
gram of M. Clemenceau and Mr. Lloyd 
George: discusses attitude of Yugoslav 
Delegation to Adriatic question: considers 
U.S. agreement essential to solution of 
dispute, which could be achieved if Italian 
Govt. abandoned claim to coastal strip. 


Summarizes terms of message from Hun- 
garian delegation to Peace Conference re- 
garding plebiscite, frontier and economic 
questions. 
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PAGE 


116 


117 


117 


119 


119 


120 


122 


127 


100 


101 


102 


103 


104 


105 


NO. AND NAME 


Mr. RAtTTIGAN 
Bucharest 
Tel. No. 80 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Vienna 
Tel. No. 66 


Sir G. GRAHAME 
Paris 
Tel. No. 164 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Vienna 
Tel. No. 70 


To Sir A. YOuNG 
Belgrade 
Tel. No. 43 


To Mr. HoHLerR 
Budapest 
Tel. No. 60 


Mr. LEEPER 
Foreign Office 


Sir G. GRAHAME 
Paris 
Tel. No. 174 


Sir G. GRAHAME 
Paris 
Tel. No. 176 


To Str G. GRAHAME 
Paris 
Tel. No. 242 


Sir G. CLerRK 
Prague 
Tel. No. 21 


DATE 


Feb. 


Feb. 


Feb. 


Feb. 


Feb. 


Feb. 


Feb. 


Feb. 


Feb. 


Feb. 


Feb. 


10 


I! 


12 


13 


15 


I) 


16 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Refers to No. 81. Reports further repre- 
sentations to Roumanian King and Govt. 
regarding food supplies for Hungary. 


Draws attention to serious situation likely 
to arise if Austrian Ministers now in Paris 
return without hope of economic re- 
habilitation of Austria. 


Summarizes statement read to Ambas- 
sadors’ Conference by Austrian Minister of 
Finance regarding Austrian economic situa- 
tion and speech by M. Seydoux on possible 
action. Representatives of Organizing 
Committee of Austrian Reparation Com- 
mission to attend meeting on Feb. 13. 
Requests H.M.G.’s views. 


Refers to No. 70: asks for instructions re- 
garding official support for Col. Grenfell’s 
scheme for unification of Austrian, Hun- 
garian and Serbian railways. 


Enquires whether food deliveries to Hun- 
gary have improved: instructions to con- 
tinue pressure on Serb-Croat-Slovene 
Govt. 


Informs of H.M.G.’s view that Soviet 
Russia does not intend military aggression 
against neighbours who will gain nothing 
from anti-Bolshevik adventures. 


Memorandum on the Adriatic question 
suggesting possible solution of problems of 
Fiume and Albania. 


Reports decision of Ambassadors’ Confer- 
ence to instruct Allied representatives at 
Prague to enquire into situation in W. 
Hungary and to warn Czechoslovak 
Govt. against military occupation of dis- 
tricts to be ceded to Austria: decision to 
appoint Military Commission of Control 
to proceed with disarmament of Austria. 


Refers to No. 97. Reports Ambassadors’ 
Conference’s discussion of Austrian relief 
question and decisions (1) to set up imme- 
diately Austrian Section of Reparation 
Commission; (2) to urge on Govts. pressing 
need of aid for Austria. Representatives of 
Organizing Committee of Austrian Re- 
paration Commission not present. 


(For Sir W. Goode.) Austrian relief: en- 
quires urgently what progress made by 
Reparation Commission towards making 
Austrian assets available for reconstruction 
purposes. 

Reports discontent and Bolshevik activity 
at Bratislava and reluctance of Govt. to 
take action: proposes to investigate person- 
ally: deplores French attempts to gain 
predominance on Inter-Allied Danube 
Commission. 
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127 


128 


128 


131 


131 


132 


132 


134 


135 


137 


106 


107 


108 


109 


110 


111 


112 


113 


114 


115 


116 


117 


NO. AND NAME 


Mr. GRANT WATSON 


Copenhagen 
Tel. No. 178 


EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 186 


EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 185 


To Mr. HouHLer 
Budapest 
No. 51 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Vienna 
Tel. No. 97 


To Mr. LINDLEY 
Vienna 
Tel. No. 74 


To Mr. GRANT 
WATSON 
Copenhagen 
Tel. No. 128 


To Mr. LINDLEY 
Vienna 


Tel. No. 77 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Bucharest 
No. 48 


Mr. HOHLER 
Budapest 
Tel. No. 135 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Vienna 
No. 122 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Vienna 


Tel. No. 114 


DATE 


Feb. 


Feb. 


Feb. 


Feb. 


Feb. 


Feb. 


Feb. 


Feb. 


Feb. 


Feb. 


Feb. 


17 


18 


18 


21 


2!I 


21 


2! 


25 


28 


28 


Mar. 1 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Reports request by M. Litvinov for assis- 
tance of H.M.G. in obtaining news of Béla 
Kun and other Hungarian Communists 
imprisoned in Austria: Soviet Govt. willing 
to receive them in Russia. 


(From Sir W. Goode.) Refers to No. 98: 
considers procedure is for Col. Grenfell’s 
group to approach Austrian Govt. direct: 
considers plan impracticable, and likely to 
be opposed by other Powers on Vienna 
Reparation Sub-Commission. 


(For Lord Curzon from Sir W. Goode.) 
Refers to No. 104: reports measures taken 
by Reparation Commission to initiate re- 
construction of Austrian finance: stresses 
necessity for temporary advances. 


Records interview between Lord Hardinge 
and Lord Inverforth regarding Col. Gren- 
fell’s scheme: assurances given of H.M.G.’s 
approval and support: reply from H.M. 
Treasury still awaited. 


Reports interview with State Chancellor 
regarding French desire for monopoly in 
Austrian railways: ask for instructions. 


Refers to No. 106. H.M.G. cannot act as 
intermediaries for Soviet Govt. 


Refers to No. 111. Instructions to inform 
M. Litvinov of H.M.G.’s attitude. 


Discusses Hungarian Govt.’s proposal for 
plebiscite in W. Hungarian districts as- 
signed to Austria and attitude of Austrian 
press: idea of separate Austro-Hungarian 
Customs union should be discouraged. 


Discusses Roumanian requisitions in Hun- 
gary, bad Roumano-Hungarian relations, 
and importance of improving them: sug- 
gests appointment of Hungarian official in 
Bucharest to assist in solution of difficulties. 


Refers to Nos. 105 and 109, and stresses 
importance of question of control on 
Danube. 


Reports conversation with Austrian State 
Chancellor regarding separatist move- 
ments in Salzburg and Vorarlberg: discus- 
ses attitude of French Govt. and Austrian 
desire for union with Germany: considers 
it unwise to encourage South German 
separatism. 


Refers to No. 106: considers imprisoned 
Hungarian Communists should be allowed 
to go to Russia: suggests approach to Aus- 
trian Govt. 
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PAGE 


139 


140 


141 


142 


143 


143 


143 


144 


146 


146 


148 


118 


119 


120 


121 


122 


123 


124 


125 


126 


127 


128 


129 


130 


NO. AND NAME 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Vienna 
Tel. No. 116 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Vienna 
Tel. No. 115 


Sr A. YOouNG 
Belgrade 
No. 79 


To Mr. LinDLEY 
Vienna 
No. 15! 


To Mr. LINDLEY 
Vienna 
Tel. No. 103 


To Mr. LINDLEY 
Vienna 
Tel. No. 108 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Vienna 
Tel. No. 142 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Vienna 
Tel. No. 145 


EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 297 


To. Mr. HoHLerR 
Budapest 


Tel. Unnumbered 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Vienna 
Tel. No. 150 


To Sir G. BUCHANAN 


Rome 
No. 254 


Sir G. BuCcHANAN 
Rome 


Tel. No. 92 


DATE 


Mar. 


Mar. 


Mar. 


Mar. 


Mar. 


Mar. 


Mar. 


Mar. 


Mar. 


Mar. 


Mar. 


Mar. 


Mar. 


2 


14 


15 


15 


16 


18 


19 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Transmits text of communication to Aus- 
trian Govt. regarding British interests in 
Austrian railways. 


Refers to No. 118. Reports communica- 
tion made to Austrian Govt. 


Discusses alleged military and economic 
agreements between Czechoslovakia and 
Yugoslavia and reports interview with 
Polish Minister. Discusses effect on Yugo- 
slavia of H.M.G.’s policy towards Hun- 
gary: reports interviews with Yugoslav 
M.F.A. and Hungarian Representative 
regarding Yugoslav-Hungarian relations: 
Hungarian attempts to improve situation. 


Refers to No. 98. H.M. Treasury state 
concurrence of Reparation Commission 
required before H.M.G. can support Col. 
Grenfell’s railway unification plan. 


Instructions to urge Austrian Govt. to de- 
lay agreement with Wagon-Lits Company. 


Refers to No. 117: instructions not to raise 
question of interned Communists. 


Reports Austrian reaction to Kapp 
*Putsch’ in Germany, and 1848 Revolution 
anniversary celebrations: refers to No. 116 
and asks for H.M.G.’s views on question of 
possible split between N. and S. Germany. 


Reports meeting with State Chancellor 
and Great Power Representatives regard- 
ing food and coal situation: immediate 
assistance requested: urges help by H.M.G. 


Reports Ambassadors’ Conference’s de- 
cisions (1) to warn Austria against holding 
elections in Klagenfurt plebiscite area, (2) 
to arrange for plebiscite there as soon as 
possible. 


Private telegram from Lord Hardinge: in- 
structions to be circumspect in appearing 
as sole champion of Hungarians in their 
claims and grievances. 


Refers to No. 124. Reports resolution of 
Tyrol Diet calling on Vienna Govt. to de- 
mand withdrawal of Allied prohibition of 
union with Germany. 


Informs of shortage of British coal for ex- 
port and impossibility of increasing con- 
cession to Italy. 

Reports interview with Sig. Nitti regard- 
ing Fiume question, d’Annunzio’s occupa- 
tion, and possible solutions of dispute with 
Yugoslav Govt. 


XX1l1 


PAGE 


149 


149 


149 


154 


155 


155 


155 


158 


159 


159 


161 


131 


132 


133 


134 


135 


136 


137 


138 


139 


140 


141 


NO. AND NAME 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Vienna 
Tel. No. 159 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Vienna 


Tel. No. 170 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Vienna 
Tel. No. 174 


Mr. HouHLerR 
Budapest 
Tel. No. 212 


Mr. LINDLEY 
- Vienna 


Tel. No. 181 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Vienna 
No. 192 


To Mr. HOHLER 


Budapest 
Tel. No. 136 


Mr. HOHLER 
Budapest 
Tel. No. 228 


EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 463 


To H.M. REPRESENTA- 


TIVES 
Rome 
Tel. No. 144 
Brussels 

Tel. No. 68 
Tokyo 
Tel. No. 
Paris 
Tel. No. 455 


119 


Sir G. BUCHANAN 


Rome 
No. 247 


DATE 


Mar. 


Mar. 


Mar. 


Mar. 


Mar. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


21 


25 


26 


30 


31 


10 


12 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Reports request by Budapest Criminal 
Court through Austrian State Department 
that H.M. Military Attaché should give 
evidence in trial of Béla Kun and asso- 
ciates: requests instructions: is consulting 
Allied colleagues. 


Refers to No. 131 and reports interview 
with Col. Causey, U.S. Military Repre- 
sentative at Budapest at time of entry of 
Roumanians, regarding trial of Hungarian 
Communists. 


Transmits copy of text of memorandum 
approved by Allied colleagues for com- 
munication to Austrian Govt. regarding 
Hungarian Communists: proposes to in- 
form Austrian Govt. that H.M.G. cannot 
allow Military Attaché to give evidence. 


Reports views of Red Cross Representative 
on alleged White terror in Hungary, and 
suggests formation of International Red 
Cross Commission to investigate allega- 
tions. 


Refers to No. 134. Supports suggestion for 
International Commission, in view of 
violent Austrian press campaign against 
Hungary. 

Reports visit of Tyrol delegation to Vienna, 
and German backing for separatist move- 
ment: discusses attitude of Austrian parties 
and Govt., and of Allied colleagues, to 
question of union with Germany. 


Refers to No. 134, and suggests proposal 
for International Red Cross Commission 
should be made by Hungarian Govt., not 
by H.M.G. 


Reports assurances of Inter-Allied Mili- 
tary Commission regarding size of Hun- 
garian Army, and alleged manufacture of 
arms and munitions. 


Reports statement at Ambassadors’ Con- 
ference’s meeting concerning ratification 
of Austrian Peace Treaty, and amended 
text of draft reply to Hungarian counter- 
proposals on Hungarian Treaty. 


Informs of H.M.G.’s undertaking to pro- 
vide credits for Central European relief up 
to 50 per cent. of American credits: in- 
structions to ask Govts. to which accredited 
if they will participate, and send represen- 
tatives to meeting on Apr. 21, and to ex- 
plain H.M.G.’s views. 


Transmits despatch from Commercial 
Counsellor, reporting interviews with Min- 
isters of Finance and Treasury regarding 
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162 


163 


163 


164 


165 


166 


168 


169 


169 


171 


172 


—s = 


NO. AND NAME 


142 Srr G. BucHANAN 
Rome 
No. 250 


143 Mr. LINDLEY 
Foreign Office 


144 Mr. LiInDLEY 
Foreign Office 


145 Mr. BripGEMAN 
Vienna 
Tel. No. 219 


146 To Mr. HouLer 
Budapest 
No. 165 


147 Earv or DErsBy 


Paris 
Tel. No. 520 


148 Mr. BRIDGEMAN 
Vienna 
Tel. No. 228 


149 Ear or DErsBy 
Paris 
Tel. No. 530 


150 Mr. HouHLer 
Budapest 
No. 304 


151 Ear or DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 536 


DATE 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


17 


. 23 


23 


24 


24 


29 


30 


May 1 


May 3 


May 4 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Italian financial situation: supports their 
request for aid of H.M.G. with regard 
to financial loan and coal supplies: con- 
siders question is no longer financial but 
political. 

Report on Italian situation: considers 
serious outbreaks possible in N. Italy and 
elsewhere if financial situation, causing 
rising prices and food shortage, does not 
improve. 

Memorandum on Anschluss question: agita- 
tion in Austria has continued to grow: 
suggests conference of Succession States 
to point out danger of present blockade of 
Austria. 

Memorandum on Danube question urging 
strengthening of Inter-Allied Commission’s 
control. 

Reports interview regarding Austrian sale 
of war material with State Chancellor who 
contests its illegality: anxiety of Italian 
colleague to prevent it: suggests course of 
action. 

Informs that H.M.G. cannot assume re- 
sponsibility of inducing Roumanian and 
Yugoslav Govts. to change economic 
policy towards Hungary: repeated repre- 
sentations already made. 


Reports discussion by Ambassadors’ Con- 
ference of arrangements for Klagenfurt 
plebiscite: refers to No. 126: decision 
whether to hold plebiscite immediately, in 
anticipation of Treaty, deferred. 


Transmits translation of communication 
from State Chancellor stating Austrian 
Govt. would be grateful for Allied per- 
mission for transference of interned Hun- 
garian Communists to Russia since their 
presence in Austria embarrasses Govt. 


Reports discussion by Ambassadors’ Con- 
ference of questions of (1) implementation 
of articles of Treaty of St. Germain relating 
to war criminals, (2) sale of Austrian war 
material (refers to No. 145), and (3) date of 
handing to Hungarian Delegation reply 
to Hungarian counter-proposals, and 
Treaty in final form. 

Reports favourable Hungarian public and 
official reaction to formation of British 
and Hungarian Bank, Ltd.: emphasizes 
importance of its proving a success. 
Reports discussion by Ambassadors’ Con- 
ference of (1) ratification of Hungarian and 
Bulgarian Treaties, (2) (refers to No. 145) 
Austrian sales of war material allegedly at 
request of French Govt., (3) Notes from 
S.C.S. Govt. regarding evacuation of 
Radkersburg, and reply to be sent. 
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175 


177 


177 


178 


179 


179 


180 


181 


183 


184 


152 


153 


134 


155 


156 


137 


158 


159 


160 


161 


162 


NO. AND NAME 


To Mr. BRIDGEMAN 


Vienna 
Tel. No. 162 


Mr. HouHLeR 
Budapest 


No. 334 


To Mr. LINDLEY 


Vienna 
Tel. No. 168 


Mr. HOHLER 
Budapest 
Tel. No. 295 

Mr. HOHLER 
Budapest 
Tel. No. gor 


EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 613 


Mr. HouHLeR 
Budapest 
Tel. No. 310 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Vienna 
No. 317 
Mr. HOHLER 
Budapest 
Tel. No. 328 
Mr. LINDLEY 
Vienna 
No. 329 


EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 
No. 1717 


DATE 


May 7 


May 13 


May 15 


May 20 


May 22 


May 22 


May 25 


May 26 


June 1 


June 1 


June 2 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Instructions (1) to inform Austrian Govt. 
and French colleague of H.M.G.’s view 
that renewal of Wagons-Lit contract con- 
cerns Austrian Govt. and company alone, 
(2) to inform French colleague of H.M.G.’s 
unwillingness to join in pressure to estab- 
lish transport monopoly. 


Discusses question of Danube control: ad- 
vocates predominance of Great Powers, in 
order to allocate work and arbitrate in dis- 
putes between Riparian powers. 


Refers to No. 148: H.M.G. cannot inter- 
vene: question of Hungarian Communists 
cerns only Austrian, Hungarian and Rus- 
sian Govts. 


Refers to No. 150, and emphasizes impor- 
tance to British interests of success of British 
and Hungarian Bank. 

Reports Inter-Allied Military Mission 
meeting attended by Allied High Com- 
missioners as representatives of Ambas- 
sadors’ Conference: complaints of Generals 
that their representations relating to Mag- 
yar minorities unheeded by Conference: 
decision to recommend that High Com- 
missioners should form Inter-Allied Politi- 
cal Mission to deal with political questions 
in close liaison with Inter-Allied Military 
Mission: asks for instructions. 


Reports communication to Ambassadors’ 
Conference of three Hungarian Notes and 
invitation to Hungarian Govt. to appoint 
suitable plenipotentiary to sign Treaty on 
June 4. 

Reports information given by British Joint 
Labour Delegation regarding treatment of 
Communists in Hungary: has remonstrated 
with Prime Minister. 


Refers to No. 145, and reports German 
campaign of newspaper buying in Austria, 
to strengthen movement for Anschluss. 
Reports presence in Hungary of Germans 
secking to escape prosecution for partici- 
pation in Kapp ‘Putsch’. 

Reports information given by State Chan- 
cellor of acquisition of Danube interests by 
Col. Grenfell’s group: has informed Dr. 
Renner concurrence of Reparations Com- 
mission required: believes operation of 
British company will benefit riverain 
states and British trade. 

Reports proposals by Inter-Allied Military 
Mission at Budapest for formation of 
Mixed Military Commission on frontiers 
to settle questions arising from bad rela- 
tions of Hungary with border states: sug- 
gests early discussion by Ambassadors’ 
Conference. 
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NO. AND NAME 


163 To Mr. HouHLer 
Budapest 
Tel. No. 185 


164 To Mr. HoHLerR 
Budapest 
Tel. No. 187 


165 Ear or DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 674 


166 Sir G. BucHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 237 


167 Mr. LinDLEy 
Vienna 
Tel. No. 260 
168 Mr. RusseELi 
Berne 
Tel. No. 82 


169 To Eart or DERBY 
Paris 
No. 1970 


170 Mr. HouHer 
Budapest 
No. 418 


171 To Sir G. GRAHAME 
Paris 
Tel. No. 699 


172 Mr. LINDLEY 
Vienna 
Tel. No. 270 


173 Sir G. BucHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 255 


DATE 


June 3 


June 5 


June 5 


June ro 


June 11 


June 11 


June 11 


June 11 


June 15 


June 16 


June 17 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Refers to Nos. 75 and 8o: reaffirms 
H.M.G.’s objections to Archduke Joseph: 
instructions to adhere to policy laid down 
by H.M.G. 


Refers to No. 160: instructions to join with 
French and Italian colleagues in present- 
ing Note to Hungarian Govt. demanding 
expulsion of German militarists. 


Reports discussion by Ambassadors’ Con- 
ference on (1) Austrian army, (2) sale of 
Austrian war material: reports failure of 
French Govt. to act despite Conference’s 
resolution of Apr. 1. 


Suggests hint be given to British press not 
to attack Sig. Giolitti in probable event of 
his return to power. 


Reports resignation of Austrian Cabinet 
and discusses possible successors: has made 
statement regarding H.M.G.’s attitude. 


Reports information given by Serbian 
Military Attaché that ex-Emperor of 
Austria is being pressed by Hungarian 
supporters to go to Budapest. 


Moment inopportune for approach to 
League of Nations regarding treatment of 
Hungarian minorities, as Hungarian Treaty 
not yet ratified: preferable that French 
or Italian Govt. should take initiative if 
special interim methods required: in any 
case further information desirable regard- 
ing proposals of Inter-Allied Military 
Mission, Budapest: meanwhile Ambassa- 
dors’ Conference might consider com- 
plaints where direct negotiations had 
failed. 


Discusses report of British Labour Delega- 
tion regarding ‘Brachial Gewalt’ and 
Hungarian ‘terror’: emphasizes view that 
no terror existed until approach of signa- 
ture of Treaty: reports good effect of his 
representations to Hungarian Govt.: con- 
vinced joint representation now author- 
ized will strengthen hand of Govt. against 
extreme Military party. 


Instructions to represent to French Govt. 
necessity for ratification of Austrian Peace 
Treaty, and to request explanation of 
delay. 


Refers to No. 132: reports appeal to Mili- 
tary Attaché from wife of Peter Agoston 
who is to be tried in Budapest: moral 
responsibility of Allies. 

Reports interview with new Italian Presi- 
dent of Council regarding foreign and in- 
ternal policy of Italy and questions of 
Fiume and Albania. 
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179 
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181 


182 


183 


NO. AND NAME 


Sm G. CLerk 
Prague 
Tel. No. 114 


To Mr. ATHELSTAN- 
JOHNSON 
Budapest 
Tel. No. 202 


Mr. ATHELSTAN- 
JOHNSON 
Budapest 
Tel. No. 390 


EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 751 


To EARL or DERBY 
Paris 
No. 2146 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Vienna 
Tel. No. 284 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Vienna 
Tel. No. 288 


To Sm A. Younc 
Belgrade 
Tel. No. 132 


Sir G. BUCHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 284 


Mr. ATHELSTAN- 
JOHNSON 
Budapest 
No. 476 


DATE 
June 21 


June 21 


June 23 


June 23 


June 24 


June 25 


June 28 


June 30 


June 30 


June 30 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Reports reply from Czechoslovak Govt. 
regarding supply of coke and pig-iron for 
British firm in Budapest: emphasizes bad 
effect of frequent interventions by British 
Legation on behalf of interests in Austria 
and Hungary: Allied colleagues not re- 
quired to make such intervention. 


Refers to No. 172: instructions to make un- 
official representations to Hungarian Prime 
Minister regarding trial of Peter Agoston. 


Refers to No. 164: reports French colleague 
instructed to make mild remonstrance 
against presence of Germans: Italian col- 
league instructed not to participate: re- 
quests further instructions. 


Reports consideration by Ambassadors’ 
Conference of report regarding destruction 
of Austrian war material, and of applica- 
tion to Austria of decisions regarding 
German war material. 


Emphasizes serious effect on Danubian 
States of proposed boycott of Hungary by 
Austrian railway, postal and telegraphic 
officials: instructions to raise question at 
Ambassadors’ Conference and propose 
joint action by Allied Representatives at 
Vienna. 


Reports meeting of Allied Representatives 
with State Chancellor, who stated views of 
Austrian Govt. regarding boycott of Hun- 
gary and action taken as intermediary 
between Hungarian Govt. and Trade 
Union Delegates, asked for Allied pressure 
at Budapest for release of prisoners, and 
complained of Hungarian closure of 
Danube. 


Reports Hungarian representative at 
Vienna instructed to treat officially only 
with Austrian Govt.: boycott spreading to 
Czechoslovakia: urges action by Inter- 
national Danube Commission to secure 
free navigation. 


Instructions to suggest that Serb-Croat- 
Slovene Govt. propose to Italian Govt. 
reopening of Adriatic negotiations. 


Report on Italian situation: situation re- 
mains serious but new Govt. have made 
good progress against extreme Socialists 
and Anarchists. 


Discusses report of British Joint Labour 
Delegation to Hungary regarding alleged 
terror and treatment of Trade Unions (see 
No. 170): considers conclusions justified 
from humanitarian but not from political 
and economic points of view: emphasizes 
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190 


191 


NO. AND NAME 


Mr. ATHELSTAN- 
JOHNSON 
Budapest 
Tel. No. 408 


To Mr. ATHELSTAN- 
JOHNSON 
Budapest 
Tel. No. 221 


To EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 
No. 2321 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Vienna 
No. 446 


Mr. ATHELSTAN- 
JOHNSON 
Budapest 
No. 502 


Mr. BRIDGEMAN 
Vienna 


No. 408 


FOREIGN OFFICE 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Vienna 
Tel. No. 312 


DATE 


July 4 


July 7 


July 8 


July ro 


July 12 


July 13 


July 14 


July 15 


MAIN SUBJECT 


need for entente between Hungary and 
Yugoslavia as bulwark against Com- 
munism, and discusses economic recon- 
struction of Hungary. 


Reports conversation with Italian col- 
league regarding possible joint action 
against proposed sale or lease of Hun- 
garian State Railways to French group: 
asks for instructions. 


Refers to No. 184 and No. 186: he should 
refrain from action pending further in- 
structions: H.M.G. do not propose to 
exercise political pressure on behalf of 
Danube shipping or other groups. 


Instructions to refrain at present from 
representations to French Govt. regarding 
reported negotiations for control of Hun- 
garian railways. 


Reports conversation with Baron Hausner 
regarding proposed armed organization 
supporting Christian Socialist party in 
event of election success: stated H.M.G.’s 
attitude not influenced by political com- 
plexion of Austrian Govt., but emphasized 
limit of 30,000 laid down for Austrian 
army, and danger of civil war. 


Reports interview with head of Hungarian 
Socialist party regarding political situation 
and policy of Socialists: emphasizes that 
external pressure on behalf of Socialists or 
Jews, or Parliamentary Questions regard- 
ing oppression, likely to be exploited by 
reactionary military party and other ex- 
tremists. 


Refers to No. 161: reports purchase of 
shares by British River Syndicate from 
Austrian and Hungarian Companies, and 
from Austrian Govt.: meeting of Syndicate 
representatives with Sir W. Goode regard- 
ing approach to Yugoslav, Rumanian and 
Bulgarian Steamship Companies and atti- 
tude of Reparation Commission: com- 
ments on low price paid to Austrian Govt. 
for shares of Southern German Steamship 
Company. 

Memorandum regarding International 
Committee for Relief Credits and measures 
taken to supply food and _ industrial 
materials to Central Europe: Spain only 
ex-neutral European Govt. not partici- 
pating in scheme. 


Transmits translation of proposal made by 
Austrian Trades Union secretary to Inter- 
national Trades Union Committee for sus- 
pending Hungarian boycott, on condition 
French, Italian and British Govts. take 
action to secure Trades Union rights and 
end of alleged terror in Hungary. 
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195 
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197 


198 


199 


201 


NO. AND NAME 


Mr. ATHELSTAN- 
JOHNSON 
Budapest 
Tel. No. 420 


EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 824 


Mr. ATHELSTAN- 
JOHNSON 
Budapest 
No. 518 


Mr. ATHELSTAN- 
JOHNSON 
Budapest 
No. 524 


EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 844 


Sir A. YOuNG 
Belgrade 
Tel. No. 215 


Mr. ATHELSTAN- 
JOHNSON 
Budapest 
Tel. No. 435 


To EARL oF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 842 

To Sir G. BUCHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 331 


To Sir A. Younc 
Belgrade 
No. 380 


To Mr. ATHELSTAN- 
JOHNSON 
Budapest 
Tel. No. 239 


DATE 


July 16 


July 17 


July 17 


July 21 


July 22 


July 24 


July 25 


July 28 


July 28 


July 29 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Refers to No. 184: reports conclusion of 
Franco-Hungarian Railway negotiations 
subject to Entente consent, ratification by 
Hungarian National Assembly and boun- 
dary revision. 


Reports adoption by Ambassadors’ Con- 
ference of report on questions raised by 
Austrian Aerial Control Commission and 
decision to invite Austrian and Serb- 
Croat-Slovene Govts. to evacuate Radkers- 
burg and other frontier districts. 


Discusses Hungarian desire for a King and 
degree of support for Hapsburgs: probable 
effect of Hapsburg restoration on neigh- 
bouring States: problem of choice if Haps- 
burg candidates ruled out: disturbing effect 
of unsettled question. 


Reports visit to Debreczen with Brig.-Gen. 
Gorton to investigate reported persecution 
of Jews: interviews with Chief Rabbi of 
Debreczen, &c.: considers statements made 
by Mr. Lucien Wolf and anti-Hungarian 
press regarding alleged pogroms to be 
exaggerated and dangerous. 


Reports decision by Ambassadors’ Confer- 
ence to inform Yugoslav Govt. of Austrian 
evacuation of Abstall and request them to 
evacuate Radkersburg, &c. (see No. 193). 


Reports order given by Yugoslav Govt. 
for evacuation of Radkersburg. 


Reports meeting with Allied colleagues 
who decided to request Allied Govts. to 
take measures for defence of Carpathians 
against possible Soviet advance: Hun- 
garian requests for arms should be refused. 


States Hungarian Govt. have asked Ger- 
man Govt. for extradition of Béla Kun and 
associates: H.M.G. not prepared to advise 
German Govt.: instructions to consult 
French/Italian Govts. 

Note 2. Vienna tel. No. 315: reported 
agreement between Austrian and Soviet 
Russian Govts. regarding prisoners of war: 
Béla Kun released and sent through 
Germany. 


Records conversations at Spa with Dr. 
Trumbitch and Count Sforza, new Italian 
M.F.A.: their respective views on the 
Adriatic dispute. 


Informs of forthcoming Parliamentary 
debate on Hungary: question of H.M.G.’s 
responsibility for safety of MM. Agoston 
and Haubrich: instructions to request 
Admiral Horthy to exercise clemency as 
proof of moderation of present Hungarian 
Govt. 
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203 


205 


210 


211 


212 


NO. AND NAME 


To Mr. ATHELSTAN- 
JOHNSON 
Budapest 


No. 333 


Mr. ATHELSTAN- 
JOHNSON 
Budapest 
Tel. No. 448 


Mr. ATHELSTAN- 
JOHNSON 
Budapest 
Tel. No. 449 


Mr. ATHELSTAN- 
JOHNSON 
Budapest 
Tel. No. 451 


To Sm R. GRAHAM 
The Hague 
No. 422 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Vienna 
No. 509 


Mr. ATHELSTAN- 
JOHNSON 
Budapest 
Tel. No. 455 


Sir G. GRAHAME 
Paris 
No. 2528 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Vienna 
No. 515 


Mr. RAtTrTIGAN 
Bucharest 


No. 359 


To Mr. ATHELSTAN- 
JOHNSON 
Budapest 
Tel. No. 245 


DATE 


July 30 


Aug. 


Aug. 


Aug. 


Aug. 


Aug. 


Aug. 


Aug. 


Aug. 


Aug. 


Aug. 


I! 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Refers to No. 194: H.M.G. and Allies un- 
able to tolerate accession of Hapsburg to 
Hungarian throne: H.M.G. unable to con- 
sider candidature of member of British 
Royal Family, but otherwise do not wish 
to interfere. 


Refers to No. 201: reports interview with 
Admiral Horthy and receipt of official 
note and private letter from Count Telck:: 
latter unable officially to promise clemency 
to prisoners but both unofficially promised 
leniency. 


Refers to No. 203 (see also No. 201): con- 
siders violent Labour attack on Hungarian 
Govt. in forthcoming debate will harm 
Hungarian Socialists and Jews. 


Refers to No. 203: reports reply to Hun- 
garian Prime Minister’s private letter, and 
receipt of more satisfactory letter from 
Count Teleki regarding forthcoming trials 
for communication to House of Commons 
if desired. 


Considers incorrect statement by M. 
Fimmen that Allied Missions have ap- 
proached boycott organizers: instructions, 
if approached, to inform him that boycott 
could affect relations of H.M.G. with Hun- 
garian Govt. 


Reports evacuation of Radkersburg by 
Yugoslav troops: praises Col. Gosset’s 
handling of situation: hopes for early start 
to work of Boundary Commission. 


Reports receipt of note from Hungarian 
Prime Minister drawing attention to 
Soviet Russian menace and asking Allies 
to equip eight Hungarian divisions. 


Reports discussion by War Criminals 
Committee of lists to be presented to Aus- 
trian Govt.: request to Serb-Croat-Slovene 
Govt. to reduce list and remove Hungarian 
names: discussion of lists to be submitted 
to Bulgarian Govt. 


Reports Secretary of International Trades 
Union Congress’ letter in Arbeiter Zeitung 
announcing end of Hungarian boycott: 
end really due to representations by Aus- 
trian Govt.: hopes for better Austro- 
Hungarian relations. 


Reports appointment of Roumanian Min- 
ister to Budapest: has intervened again on 
behalf of Hungarian officers under death 
sentence in Roumania. 


Enquires whether Hungarian Govt. have 
taken steps to ratify Peace Treaty: instruc- 
tions to urge them to do so without delay. 
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214 


215 


216 


217 


218 


219 


221 


NO. AND NAME 


To Mr. ATHELSTAN- 
JOHNSON 
Budapest 
No. 359 


Mr. ATHELSTAN- 
JOHNSON 
Budapest 
Tel. No. 469 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Bucharest 
No. 220 


Mr. ATHELSTAN- 
JOHNSON 
Budapest 
No. 640 


To EARL or DERBY 
Paris 
No. 3017 


Mr. ATHELSTAN- 
JOHNSON 
Budapest 
No. 656 


Mr. ATHELSTAN- 
JOHNSON 
Budapest 
No. 661 


To Cor. Peck 
Klagenfurt 
Tel. No. 14 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Bucharest 
No. 250 


Mr. BrIDGEMAN 
Vienna 
Tel. No. 371 


DATE 


Aug. 


Aug. 


Sept. 


Sept. 


Sept. 


Sept. 


Sept. 


Sept. 


Sept. 


13 


16 


. 19 


21 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Refers to Nos. 201 and 205: instructions to 
inform Hungarian Govt. of abandonment 
of proposed Hungarian debate as result of 
assurances in Count Teleki’s message: 
hope that promises will be fulfilled. 


Refers to No. 212: reports interview with 
Count Teleki regarding difficulties in way 
of ratification of Treaty: believes ratifica- 
tion impossible for at least two months, 
and joint Allied pressure necessary. 


Reports visit of M. Bene’ to Bucharest: 
conversations with MM. Take Jonescu 
and Bene’ regarding defensive Alliance 
between Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia 
and invitation to Roumania to join: Mr. 
Rattigan’s fears of anti-Hungarian bias: 
conversations regarding Czech attitude to 
Eastern Galicia and importance of com- 
mon Roumano-Polish frontier. 


Refers to No. 213 and reports interview 
with Acting Prime Minister regarding trial 
of MM. Agoston and Haubrich, internal 
affairs of Hungary, ratification of Peace 
Treaty, royalist intrigues, and relations 
with Yugoslavia. 


Transmits view of H.M.G. on points raised 
in Inter-Allied Military Mission at Buda- 
pest’s report on organization of Hungarian 
army. 

Reports establishment of Royal Hungarian 
General Staff and Hungarian Military 
School: conversation with Minister of 
National Defence regarding ratification of 
Peace Treaty: preoccupation of Gen. Sréter 
with menace from Czechoslovakia and 
Yugoslavia. 


Reports political executions in Hungary 
and representations made to Hungarian 
Govt. 


Informs of Austrian request for Allied 
occupation of Klagenfurt plebiscite area 
to prevent alleged Yugoslav abuses: re- 
quests views on measures to secure order. 


Reports attitude of Roumanian public, 
Opposition press and Prime Minister to 
‘Little Entente’; discusses question of Rou- 
manian relations with Hungary, Hun- 
garian hope of recovering Transylvania 
and views of French colleague: has urged 
Roumanian authorities to remove griev- 
ances of Hungarian population in Transy]- 
vania. 


Summarizes petition which Trebitsch 
Lincoln has asked him to forward to Home 


Secretary with request for reply before 
Sept. 25. 
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227 


231 


232 


233 


235 


NO. AND NAME 


To EArt or DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 1031 


EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 1121 


Mr. BRIDGEMAN 
Vienna 
No. 655 

Cor. Peck 
Klagenfurt 
Tel. No. 26 


To EARL or DERBY 
Paris 


No. 3173 


To Mr. BripGEMAN 
Vienna 
Tel. No. 234 


EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 


Tel. No. 1133 


To Ear or DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 1045 


Cot. Peck 
Klagenfurt 
Tel. No. 29 


Mr. ATHELSTAN- 
JOHNSON 
Budapest 
Tel. No. 513 


To Sir A. YounG 
Belgrade 
Tel. No. 216 


EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 1141 


To EArt or DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 1051 


DATE 
Sept. 21 


Sept. 21 


Sept. 21 


Sept. 23 


Sept. 23 


Sept. 24 


Sept. 25 


Sept. 28 


Sept. 29 


Sept. 29 


Sept. 30 


Sept. 30 


Oct. 1 


MAIN SUBJECT 


(See No. 220): instructions to ask French 
Govt. to join in representations at Rome 
for withdrawal of Italian troops from 
Villach: Yugoslav troops now withdrawn 
from Zone A. 

Reports discussion by Ambassadors’ Con- 
ference of (1) question of ratification of 
Hungarian Peace Treaty: joint friendly 
representations to be made to Hungarian 
Govt. and Peace Delegation, (2) Hun- 
garian evacuation of Western Comitats 
ceded to Austria. 


Reports demonstration in favour of 
Anschluss: discusses attitudes of political 
parties and Tyrolese question. 

Considers entry of Italian troops alone into 
plebiscite area would be disastrous: reports 
his attitude to Yugoslav complaints of 
Italian troops at Villach and arrangements 
for control of gendarmerie. 

Transmits copy of No. 218: instructions 
to propose to Ambassadors’ Conference 
formal call to Hungarian Govt. to ratify 
Peace Treaty. 

Refers to No. 222: H.M.G. cannot enter- 
tain request: instructions not to receive 
Trebitsch Lincoln in future. 


Refers to Nos. 223 and 226: states difficul- 
ties in way of requesting Italian with- 
drawal from Villach and asks for instruc- 
tions: reports Italian and French proposals 
relating to plebiscite and emphasizes in- 
advisability of delay. 

Refers to No. 229: instructions to approach 
French Govt. as requested in No. 223. 


Reports Inter-Allied Plebiscite Commission 
cannot guarantee holding of plebiscite in 
time laid down by Treaty unless Allied 
troops sent to area immediately: hopes for 
French and British troops as well as Italian. 


Refers to No. 218: reports conversation 
regarding ratification of Treaty with Hun- 
garian M.F.A., who requested concessions 
regarding Reparations Commission and 
Hungarian Army. 

Informs of presence of Gen. Meister in 
plebiscite area and danger of coup: instruc- 
tions to make representations to Yugoslav 
Govt. 

Refers to No. 231: asks for instructions 
whether to approach French Govt. regard- 
ing Allied troops for Klagenfurt plebiscite 
area: emphasizes danger of sending Italian 
troops only. 

Instructions to inform Ambassadors’ Con- 
ference of H.M.G.’s opposition to despatch 
of Allied troops to plebiscite area. 
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237 


239 


241 


242 


NO. AND NAME 


EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 1154 


EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 1158 


Mr. ATHELSTAN- 
JOHNSON 
Budapest 
Tel. No. 517 


EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 1163 


To EARL or DERBY 


Paris 
Tel. No. 1069 


To Mr. BrRmGEMAN 


Vienna 
No. 653 


To Mr. RatriGAN 


Bucharest 
No. 431 


EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 1175 


EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 
No. 3091 


To EARL OF DERBY 


Paris 
Tel. No. 1079 


To Mr. ATHELSTAN= 


JOHNSON 


I. XII. 


DATE 
Oct. 2 


Oct. 4 


Oct. 5 


Oct. 6 


Oct. 7 


Oct. 7 


Oct. 8 


Oct. 8 


Oct. 9 


Oct. 11 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Refers to Nos. 235 and 231: reports de- 
cision by Ambassadors’ Conference to 
reject Plebiscite Commission’s request for 
Allied troops: Allied officers to be sent to 
assist Commission. 

Refers to Nos. 232 and 217: enquires what 
concessions H.M.G. prepared to make to 
Hungarian Govt. regarding reparations 
and army in order to encourage ratification 
of Treaty. 


Refers to Nos. 237 and 232: reports agree- 
ment with French and Italian colleagues 
to make personal and separate oral repre- 
sentations to Hungarian M.F.A. regarding 
ratification of Treaty: colleagues in favour 
of granting concessions on reparations. 


Reports discussion by Ambassadors’ Con- 
ference of Austrian notes regarding troops 
for Klagenfurt plebiscite area: decision to 
request Military and Aeronautical Control 
Commissions to send officers during 
plebiscite: Yugoslav Govt. to withdraw 
Gen. Meister to Belgrade. 


Action regarding Klagenfurt plebiscite 
approved: plebiscite should be held as soon 
as possible. 


Records interview regarding plight of 
Austria and policy of H.M.G. with Baron 
Franckenstein, new Austrian Minister, 
who requested H.M.G.’s support in ques- 
tions of Zone A in Carinthia, trading 
credits, membership of League of Nations, 
and coal supplies. 


Approves explanation given to M. Marghi- 
loman regarding H.M.G.’s views on ‘Little 
Entente’: policy of ‘Little Entente’, if 
purely defensive and based on Peace Trea- 
ties, approved by H.M.G. 


Reports discussion by Ambassadors’ Con- 
ference of question of Austrian, Hungarian 
and Bulgarian excess war material and de- 
cision to instruct Versailles Military Com- 
mittee to draw up scheme for immediate 
distribution and disposal: requests in- 
formation regarding transfer of Bulgarian 
war material to Georgia and Armenia. 


Enclose copies of notes exchanged with 
French Minister for Foreign Affairs regard- 
ing alleged negotiations between French 
and Hungarian Govts. 


Refers to Nos. 237 and 232: Hungary must 
not be permitted to make concessions preli- 
minary condition to ratification of Peace 
Treaty. 


Refers to No. 238: regrets joint repre- 
sentations not made since assurances given 
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247 


249 


251 


252 


253 


NO. AND NAME 
Budapest 
No. 445 


EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 1197 


Cort. Peck 
Klagenfurt 
No. 18 


Cot. PEck 
Klagenfurt 
Tel. No. 39 


To Mr. BRIDGEMAN 


Vienna 
No. 667 


EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 1210 


EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 1211 


EARL or DERBY 
Paris 
No. 3157 


DATE 


Oct. 


Oct. 


Oct. 


Oct. 


Oct. 


Oct. 


Oct. 


13 


13 


14 


15 


16 


16 


16 


MAIN SUBJECT 


to Hungarian Govt. by French and Italian 
representatives may not conform with 
H.M.G.’s policy or Peace Treaty’s ob- 
jects. 

Reports decisions of Ambassadors’ Con- 
ference (1) to send notes to Yugoslav and 
Austrian Govts. warning against armed 
intervention in Klagenfurt area after 
plebiscite, (2) to address note to Hungarian 
delegation insisting on Allied desire for 
ratification of Peace Treaty before Nov. 1 
but without setting definite time-limit 
(refers to No. 227), and (3) to make joint 
Allied representation at Budapest. 


Reports successful carrying-out of Klag- 
enfurt plebiscite: no serious incidents: 
invaluable role of Allied officers: high 
percentage of voters: probable substantial 
majority for Austria. 

Transmits Plebiscite Commission’s mes- 
sage to Ambassadors’ Conference report- 
ing majority for Austria, re-occupation of 
area by Yugoslav troops, resignation of 
Yugoslav member of Commission, and de- 
cision of Commission to order evacuation 
of troops and to take over administration, 
and requesting full and immediate support 
of Conference. 


Refers to No. 241: further observations on 
matters discussed with Baron Francken- 
stein: attitude of Succession States to Aus- 
tria: conditions in Klagenfurt plebiscite 
area: question of export credits, supplies 
of coal, and economic situation in Austria. 


Refers to No. 249: transmits copy of tel. 
from Ambassadors’ Conference to Plebis- 
cite Commission (1) approving action taken, 
(2) transmitting text of joint Allied com- 
munication to Yugoslav Govt. demand- 
ing withdrawal of troops, (3) requesting 
Commission to transfer administration to 
Austria as soon as possible. 


Reports discussion by Ambassadors’ Con- 
ference of Yugoslav invasion of plebiscite 
area (see No. 249): approval of Com- 
mission’s action and communication to 
Yugoslav Govt. (see No. 251): note read 
to Yugoslav Chargé d’Affaires: reply to 
Austrian note. 


Refers to No. 243: reviews unsatisfactory 
progress of Austrian Military Control 
Commission towards Austrian disarma- 
ment: discusses Commission’s_ report, 
nature of difficulties encountered, possible 
solutions and whether sanctions worth 
while to secure fulfilment of Treaty: if not, 
recommends withdrawal of Commission: 
asks for instructions whether to initiate 
discussion at Ambassadors’ Conference. 
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298 


299 


254 


255 


257 


259 


261 


262 


NO. AND NAME 


Str A. YOUNG 
Belgrade 
Tel. No. 318 


EARL oF DERBY 
Paris — 
Tel. No. 1223 


EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 1225 


Cot. PEcK 
Klagenfurt 
No. 19 


To AUSTRIAN MINISTER 


London 


EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 1239 


Sirk G. CLerkK 
Prague 
Tel. No. 174 


EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 1267 


EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 1272 


DATE 


Oct. 


Oct. 


Oct. 


Oct. 


Oct. 


Oct. 


Oct. 


Oct. 


Oct. 


18 


20 


20 


20 


21 


23 


30 


30 


MAIN SUBJECT 


(See Nos. 251 and 252.) Reports repre- 
sentations made with French colleague to 
Yugoslav Govt., and M.F.A.’s reply in- 
forming of orders given on Oct. 15 to 
competent authorities in plebiscite area. 


Reports on deliberations of Ambassadors’ 
Conference including (1) decision with 
reference to Nos. 254 and 256 to address 
further joint demand to Yugoslav Govt. 
for withdrawal of troops, (2) discussion of 
problem of Soldiers’ Councils in Austrian 
Army and organization and size of 
Hungarian Army (refers to No. 217), (3) 
approval of proposed amendments to Aus- 
trian Army Bill and of time-limit extension 
for work of Austrian Aeronautical Control 
Commission. 

Refers to No. 254: transmits copy of tel. 
from Ambassadors’ Conference requesting 
Sir A. Young to join French and Italian 
colleagues in addressing further com- 
munication to Yugoslav Govt. (see No. 
255) 

Refers to No. 248 and reports result of 
plebiscite: Dr. Jovanovitch’s statement to 
Commission, and order for return of Yugo- 
slav troops: reasons for vote for union with 
Austria despite efforts of Yugoslav Govt. 
to influence vote: arrival of new Yugoslav 
member of Commission: hope of early 
withdrawal of troops. 


Letter from Mr. Waterlow giving Board of 
Trade’s reasons for inability to conclude 
commercial arrangement with Austria on 
lines of Treaty of 1876. 


Transmits copy of telegram to Budapest 
instructing Mr. Athelstan-Johnson to make 
joint representation with French, Italian, 
and U.S. colleagues to Hungarian Govt. 
to fix Nov. 15 as new limit for Peace Treaty 
ratification: Hungarian members no longer 
to be admitted to commissions if time-limit 
exceeded. 


Reports information from Czechoslovak 
M.F.A. of precautions being taken against 
possible monarchist coup with outside sup- 
port in next fortnight. 


Reports Ambassadors’ Conference’s de- 
cision to give assurances requested by 
Hungarian Govt. to strengthen their hand 
when submitting Peace Treaty to Cham- 
ber. 


Transmits copy of tel. sent to Bucharest 
instructing Mr. Rattigan to co-operate 
with Allied colleagues, in accordance with 
Ambassadors’ Conference decision, in re- 
questing Roumanian Govt. to end per- 
secutions of Hungarians at Cluj. 
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| 263 


264 


NO. AND NAME 


Mr. ATHELSTAN- 
JOHNSON 
Budapest 
Tel. No. 544 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Vienna 
No. 770 


265 Mr. LINDLEY 


— 


267 


269 


270 


“8 


Vienna 
No. 772 


To Sm A. Younc 
Belgrade 
Tel. No. 246 


Sir G. BuCHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 478 


Mr. ATHELSTAN- 
JOHNSON 
Budapest 
No. 783 


EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 1307 


EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 


Tel. No. 1316 


DATE 


Oct. 30 


Nov. 3 


Nov. 3 


Nov. 4 


Nov. 5 


Nov. 7 


Nov. 8 


Nov. 10 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Refers to No. 260: considers Hungarian 
military authorities, but not Govt. as a 
whole, might be cognizant of reported 
monarchist plot: discusses frontier condi- 
ditions, unrest in Slovakia and Ruthenia, 
risk of Hungarian detachments joining in 
attack on Slovakia. 


Refers to No. 260 and reports results of 
enquiries regarding alleged monarchist 
plot: concludes danger in Slovakia mainly 
internal: very few Austrians interested. 


Urges serious consideration of recom- 
mendations of Austrian section of Repara- 
tion Commission: emphasizes disastrous 
consequences of dissolution of Austria: 
hopes H.M.G. will not refuse further assis- 
tance, or merely continue system of doles, 
but will support Commission’s proposal for 
far-reaching remedy. 

Enclosure. Draft Report by Austrian 
Section setting out desperate Austrian 
economic situation and proposals for 
far-reaching financial aid coupled with 
public control of finance, development of 
Austrian industry and agriculture, control 
of customs, reform of administration, re- 
duction of army, &c. 


H.M.G. hope renewed Yugoslav—Italian 
negotiations on Adriatic question will 
lead to conclusive results, and obviate 
necessity to fall back on Treaty of London. 


Reports interview with M.F.A. regarding 
Adriatic question and Italian attitude to 
forthcoming negotiations. 


Reports interview with Admiral Horthy 
regarding alleged monarchist intrigues 
(see Nos. 260, 263, 264): Admiral Horthy 
opposed to Hapsburg restoration at pres- 
ent: discussion of monarchist intrigues in 
Army, and Jewish support for Karlists: 
Governor’s complaints of S.C.S. actions at 
Pécs: question of indemnity for political 
prisoners. 


Refers to No. 255: (1) reports French re- 
quest at Ambassadors’ Conference for 
joint Allied representations to Austrian 
Govt. regarding Soldiers’ Councils: asks 
for instructions, (2) decision by Conference 
toaddress joint warning to Hungarian Govt. 
regarding alleged plots against Czecho- 
slovakia, and excessive size of Hungarian 
Army, (3) suggestion that representations 
regarding plots be made also to German 
Govt. 


Refers to No. 263 and repeats tel. instruct- 
ing Mr. Athelstan-Johnson to concert with 
Allied colleagues in representations to 
Hungarian Govt. (see No. 269). 
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327 


NO. AND NAME 


271 Sir G. CLERK 
Prague 
Tel. No. 178 


272 Sir G. CLERK 
Prague 
Tel. No. 179 


273. Mr. ATHELSTAN- 
JOHNSON 
Budapest 
Tel. No. 555 


274 Mr. ATHELSTAN- 
JOHNSON 
Budapest 
Tel. No. 556 


275 Mr. ATHELSTAN- 
JOHNSON 
Budapest 
Tel. No. 557 


276 To Eart or DERBY 
Paris 
No. 3703 


277 Mr. LINDLEY 
Vienna 
No. 798 


278 Mr. LINDLEY 
Vienna 
Tel. No. 405 


DATE 
Nov. 1! 


Nov. I1 


Nov. 12 


Nov. 12 


Nov. 13 


Nov. 13 


Nov. 14 


Nov. 15 


279 To Str G. BucHanan’ Nov. 16 


Rome 

Tel. No. 503 
To Sir A. Younc 

Belgrade 

Tel. No. 260 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Transmits instructions sent to H.M. Con- 
suls at Prague and Bratislava to prevent 
Trebitsch Lincoln (alias Lamprecht) from 
obtaining visa for visit to London. 


Refers to Nos. 271, 222 and 260: discusses 
the part played by Trebitsch Lincoln in 
spreading rumours of alleged monarchist 
intrigue, and reports interview with 
Czechoslovak M.F.A.: Lincoln appa- 
rently under Govt. protection. 


Reports disturbances in Budapest: Govt. 
appear to have situation under control. 


Repeats tel. to Paris stating Allied Repre- 
sentatives wish to suspend action on No. 
270 owing tochanged Hungarian situation: 
Military Mission officers report no military 
preparations on Eastern frontier: No. 272 
supports suspicion alleged plot largely in- 
vention of Lincoln: believes friendly re- 
monstrance regarding size of Hungarian 
Army desirable: doubts whether ratifica- 
tion of Peace Treaty possible before Nov. 
15: requests instructions. 

Reports ratification of Peace Treaty by 
Hungarian National Assembly. 


Refers to No. 253: considers disarmament 
clauses of Treaty should be fulfilled and 
suggests difficulties can be overcome 
through formal demand to Austrian Govt. 
to furnish information and hand over arms 
on pain of suspension of credits: points out 
Austrian claim to dispose of war material 
no longer valid: suggests means of over- 
coming Italian opposition to proposal to 
ignore Armistice conditions and Italian 
obstruction on Control Commission: in- 
structions to urge Ambassadors’ Confer- 
ence to adopt these proposals. 


Refers to No. 265, and discusses improve- 
ments in Austrian economic and political 
situation: failure of Communists at elec- 
tions. 


Refers to No. 255 and reports discussion 
with Herr Schober, probable future Chan- 
cellor, regarding Soldiers’ Councils in 
Austrian Army and disarmament of 
population: considers Allies should defer 
action. 


Instructions to inform Italian/Serb-Croat- 
Slovene Govts. of H.M.G.’s satisfaction at 
conclusion of agreement regarding Adriatic 
question. 
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281 


288 


289 


NO. AND NAME 


Mr. ATHELSTAN- 
JOHNSON 
Budapest 
No. 803 


To Mr. LINDLEY 
Vienna 


No. 730 


To BritisH 
DELEGATION 
Geneva 
Tel. Unnumbered 


To Mr. ATHELSTAN- 
JOHNSON 
Budapest 
No. 521 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Vienna 
Tel. No. 425 


Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 1366 


Mr. ATHELSTAN- 
JOHNSON 
Budapest 
Tel. No. 585 


To Mr. ATHELSTAN- 
JOHNSON 
Budapest 
Tel. No. 292 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Vienna 
Tel. No. 431 


Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 1382 


DATE 


Nov. 17 


Nov. 22 


Nov. 26 


Nov. 27 


Nov. 30 


Dec. 4 


Dec. 7 


Dec. 9 


Dec. 9 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Reports interview with Archduke Joseph: 
discusses question of future ruler of Hun- 
gary, and possible Hapsburg candidates: 
question must be solved with approval of 
Hungarian nation. 


Records exchange of views with French 
Govt. regarding admission of Austria to 
League of Nations: H.M.G. prepared to 
agree to admission and to submission of 
question to special committee suggested by 
French Govt. provided question not post- 
poned indefinitely. 


States H.M.G.’s objection to admitting 
Count Mensdorff as Austrian delegate to 
League of Nations. 


Refers to No. 280: states that H.M.G. con- 
sider in interests of Hungary and of Cen- 
tral European peace that Allied ban on 
Hapsburg dynasty should be maintained. 


Reports discussion of Austrian disarma- 
ment between Col. Gosset, War Minister, 
and Herr Schober: considers, since latter’s 
Cabinet may not materialize, Ambassa- 
dor’s Conference should make suggested 
representation to Austrian Govt. regarding 
disarmament, but representations regard- 
ing army discipline unnecessary. 


Reports decision by Ambassadors’ Con- 
ference to require Austrian Govt. to take 
measures to ensure handing over of all 
aeronautical material to Control Com- 
mission. 

Repeats tel. to Paris reporting High Com- 
missioners’ discussion of Count Teleki’s 
interview misrepresenting Entente attitude 
to Hapsburg question, and their decision to 
ask Ambassadors’ Conference for instruc- 
tions. 


Refers to Nos. 286 and 202: instructions to 
request Count Telcki to correct erroneous 
impression given by him of Allies’ attitude 
to Hapsburg question. 


Reports meeting of Allied Representatives 
with State Chancellor and Ministers of 
Finance and Food: discussion of serious 
food and exchange situation: supports 
appeal of Austrian Govt. for assistance in 
purchasing 60,000 tons of grain. 


Reports carrying out instructions at Am- 
bassadors’ Conference by (1) informing 
them of H.M.G.’s policy towards property 
of Austrian nationals in Britain and (2) put- 
ting forward proposals in No. 276 relating 
to Austrian Control Commission: Italian 
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345 


291 


293 


295 


296 


NO. AND NAME 


Mr. ATHELSTAN- 
JOHNSON 
Budapest 
Tel. No. 590 


Sir WILLIAM GOODE 


Sir E. Crowe 
Foreign Office 


Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 1394 


Sir G. BucHANAN 
Rome 
No. 976 


Mr. HOHLER 
Budapest 
Tel. No. 596 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Vienna 
No. 883 


Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 1407 


To Sm R. GRAHAM 
The Hague 
Tel. No. 155. 

Sir A. YOuNG 
Belgrade 
No. 609 


DATE 


Dec. 


Dec. 


Dec. 


Dec. 


Dec. 


Dec. 


Dec. 


Dec. 


15 


15 


22 


. 23 


23 


MAIN SUBJECT 


opposition to British proposals: decision to 
recommend termination of Commission’s 
work within two months. 


Refers to No. 287: reports interview with 
Count Teleki who promised to consider 
best way of correcting erroneous impression 
given. 


Memorandum on the importance to 
British trade and industry of granting 
credits to Austria: emphasizes importance 
of Vienna as trading and financial centre 
for SE. Europe. 


Records conversation with Counsellor of 
Italian Embassy who stated French Govt., 
though opposed to return of ex-Emperor 
to Hungarian throne, were less hostile to 
Archduke Joseph: Italian Govt. and 
H.M.G. opposed to any member of Haps- 
burg Dynasty. 

Reports meeting of Ambassadors’ Con- 
ference: (1) refers to No. 286 and reports 
decision to communicate again to Hun- 
garian Govt. Entente views on Hapsburg 
question, (2) reports instructions given to 
Austrian Military Control Commission and 
Versailles Committee’s proposals for legis- 
lation regarding Austrian army: question 
of penalties: time-limit of two months to 
be imposed on Control Commission, (3) 
reports decision to forbid export by Aus- 
trian Govt. only of war material not usable 
for commercial purposes. 


Reports conversations with Italian Am- 
bassador-designate at London regarding 
hostile attitude of Italian press towards 
Britain, and measures to improve Anglo- 
Italian relations. 


Refers to No. 290: reports Count Teleki’s 
démenti in press regarding Hapsburg ques- 
tion. 

Discusses political situation in Austria: 
attitudes of Austrian parties and Allied 
Legations: submits H.M.G. should depart 
from former neutral policy, and proposes 
to inform Herr Schober, if asked to form 
govt., of belief that ‘Neutral’ govt. best hope 
for Austria. 


Reports decision by Ambassadors’ Con- 
ference to permit increase in Austrian 
police force, dependent on corresponding 
reduction in military forces. 


Instructions to urge Netherland Govt. to 
renew credit to Austria. 


Reports receipt of Note Verbale from Yugo- 
slav Govt. in reply to his memorandum re- 
garding question of sequesters on property 
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355 


357 


357 


358 


NO. AND NAME 


300 Mr. HoHLer 


301 


302 


303 


308 


Budapest 
No. 607A 


To Mr. LINDLEY 
Vienna 
No. 792 


DATE 


Dec. 28 


Dec. 31 


MAIN SUBJECT 


of Donaudampfschiffahrt Gesellschaft: re- 
ports conversation with Yugoslav President 
of Council, regarding prospects of British 
trade in Yugoslavia, anti-Ally sentiment 
in Yugoslavia, and question of Austria. 


Reports sentence of death on four Com- 
munist leaders, Russian seizure of hostages, 
and negotiations between Soviet and Hun- 
garian Govts. for mutual release of 
prisoners (see Nos. 131-3, 172, 175, 216). 


Refers to No. 296 and authorizes him to 
inform Herr Schober, if called on to form 
Ministry, of H.M.G.’s opinion ‘Neutral’ 
govt. best means of maintaining order and 
restoring Austrian prosperity. 


CHAPTER III 


The Balkan States 


January 19—December 31, 1920 


NO. AND NAME 


To Mr. RaATTrIGAN 
Bucharest 
Tel. No. 23 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Bucharest 
Tel. No. 47 


To EARL or DERBY 
Paris 
No. 298 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Bucharest 
Tel. No. 51 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Bucharest 
Tel. No. 55 
To Sir A. Younc 
Belgrade 
Tel. No. 26 
Mr. RATTIGAN 


Bucharest 
Tel. No. 69 


DATE 


Jan. 19 


Jan. 24 


Jan. 24 


Jan. 28 


Jan. 28 


Jan. 29 


Feb. 4 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Admiralty concur in desirability of des- 
patching British Naval Mission to Rou- 
mania, and are ready to offer ships and 
instruction facilities: instructions to urge 
Roumanian Govt. to make official applica- 
tion. 


Reports King of Roumania’s wish to know 
if H.M.G. approve of Crown Prince tour- 
ing Egypt and India: considers tour might 
have good effect on Anglo-Roumanian 
relations. 


Encloses Foreign Office memorandum on 
Bessarabia: hopes for early discussion of 
question by Ambassadors’ Conference. 


Refers to No. 302: reports pressure brought 
to bear on Roumanian Govt. by French 
Military and Naval Attachés regarding 
British naval offer: M. Vaida’s instructions 
that no action be taken during his absence. 


Refers to No. 305: reports King’s unofficial 
acceptance of British naval offer. 


Treasury state inability to facilitate Serbian 
Govt. loan on London market. 


Reports Roumanian Govt. accept offer of 
British Naval Mission and other naval 
assistance, but request further information, 
and state French have offered to meet 
other requirements. 
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363 


365 


366 


366 


367 


310 


311 


312 


313 


314 


315 


316 


317 


318 


319 


320 


NO. AND NAME 


Sr H. DERING 
Sofia 
Tel. No. 13 


To Mr. RatrIGAN 
Bucharest 
Tel. No. 68 


To Sm H. DErinG 
Sofia 
Tel. No. 16 


To Sir H. DErING 
Sofia 
Tel. No. 18 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Bucharest 
No. 47 


Mr. RAtTTIGAN 
Bucharest 
No. 56 

To Sm A. Younc 
Belgrade 
Tel. No. 61 


Mr. SMART 
Salonica 


No. 18 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Bucharest 
Tel. No. 176 


Mr. LEEPER 
Foreign Office 


To Sir A. Younc 
Belgrade 
Tel. No. 72 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Bucharest 
No. 87 


DATE 


Feb. 4 


Feb. 16 


Feb. 17 


Feb. 18 


Feb. 23 


Mar. I 


Mar. 12 


Mar. 25 


Mar. 31 


Apr. 5 


Apr. 9 


Apr. 9 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Reports interview with Bulgarian M.F.A. 
and Prime Minister regarding Thrace and 
question of voluntary enlistment. 


Refers to No. 308: transmits Admiralty’s 
statement regarding details of naval 
assistance to Roumania. 


Order for recruitment of 1920 Class for 
Bulgarian Army contrary to Peace Treaty: 
abolition of conscription in enemy coun- 
tries fundamental article of H.M.G.’s 
policy: subject cannot be reopened. 


Refers to Nos. 309 and 311: (1) Bulgarian 
Govt.’s order for military organization of 
Labour Service contravenes Peace Treaty 
and will be brought before Ambassadors’ 
Conference, (2) Bulgarian Govt. should be 
given no encouragement regarding desire 
to introduce conscription, (3) question of 
Thrace being studied by London Con- 
ference: commercial outlet will be ensured 
and minorities safeguarded. 


Reports interviews with confidential agent 
of Roumanian King, with Gen. Averescu, 
and with the King himself regarding in- 
ternal situation of Roumania and Govt. 
crisis. 


Appreciation of valuable services of Gen. 
Greenly as Chief of British Military Mis- 
sion in Roumania. 


Condition attached to credit of £200,000 
of delivery of foodstuffs to that amount to 
Austria and Hungary has not been carried 
out, but could be fulfilled by delivery 
against payment in S.C.S. currency or 
manufactures. 


Despatch to Earl Granville advocating 
transformation of Salonica into Free Port 
under international control, in order to 
secure efficient administration. 


Reports offer by French and Italian Govts. 
to sell naval vessels to Roumanian Govt. 
on easy terms. 


Memorandum on proposed Greek occupa- 
tion of Koritza and Thrace. 

Enclosure. Scheme for administration of 
Albania, providing for mandates exercised 
under League of Nations by Italy, Greece 
and Yugoslavia. 


H.M.G. to grant credit of £50,000 to 
S.C.S. Govt. for purchase of rolling stock 
in view of commencement of delivery of 
foodstuffs to Hungary (see No. 315). 


Reports arrival of Capt. Bowring, R.N., 
head of British Naval Mission, and con- 
versation with Prime Minister regarding 
nature of British offer of naval assistance to 
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371 
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374 


375 


378 


378 
380 


383 


383 


321 


322 


323 


324 


325 


326 


327 


328 


329 


330 


331 


NO. AND NAME 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Bucharest 
No. 9! 


To Sir G. BuCHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 138 


Sir G. BUCHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 121 


Mr. CRAIGIE 
Sofia 
No. 96 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Bucharest 
No. 99 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Bucharest 
No. 101 


EARL CURZON 
San Remo 
Tel. Unnumbered 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Bucharest 
No. 114 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Bucharest 
Tel. No. 237 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Bucharest 
No. 128 


Sir A. YOUNG 
Belgrade 
No. 230 


DATE 


Apr. 9 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


24 


25 


26 


May 3 


May 11 


May 13 


May 27 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Roumania, and question of payment for 
ships offered. 


Points out small value of ships offered to 
Roumanian Govt., who are short of funds, 
and suggests free gift would produce good 
effect on public opinion. 

Note 2. Procés-verbal of meeting Dec. 13 
at Foreign Office to conclude negotiations 
for sale of warships and despatch of British 
Naval Mission. 


Information received of Greek royalist plot 
to murder M. Venizelos on way to San 
Remo: Italian Govt. should be urged to 
take all possible precautions. 


Refers to No. 322 and reports that all pos- 
sible precautions are being taken. 


Reports interview with Bulgarian Prime 
Minister who expressed desire to visit 
Britain to discuss Thrace and British in- 
terest in economic reorganization of Bul- 
garia. 

Reports financial agreement between Rou- 
manian Govt. and Mr. C. A. Moreing: 
important first step towards reconstruction. 


Refers to No. 325: reports Mr. Moreing’s 
discussion of further loan to Roumanian 
Govt. to be negotiated in London: con- 
versation with Queen of Roumania who 
stated conclusion of agreement due to 
advice of the King. 


Tel. to Paris informing of Allied Con- 
ference’s decision to refer draft Bessara- 
bian Treaty to Ambassadors’ Conference 
for discussion and final approval. 


Reports wave of anglophobia in Rou- 
mania: attacks on British policy in press 
and public speeches. 


Reports Note sent to Roumanian Govt. 
requesting protection of rights of British 
nationals in Bessarabia: French colleague 
has so far not taken action in spite of 
promise to co-operate. 


Reports situation regarding export of oil 
products and M.F.A.’s unsatisfactory reply 
to protest by U.S., French, Netherland and 
British Representatives against Decree law 
regarding Govt. monopoly of exports: after 
consultation with oil companies, new col- 
lective Note to Roumanian Govt. will be 
drafted. 


Discusses proposed railway construction 
in Yugoslavia with British capital: con- 
siders, in view of internal situation and 
state of Europe, such proposals have come 
too soon, and deprecates attempts to use 
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394 


395 


NO. AND NAME 


332 Mr. RatrTIcAN 


333 


334 


335 


337 


338 


339 


Bucharest 
No. 140 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Bucharest 
No. 14! 


To EARL GRANVILLE 


Athens 
Tel. No. 78 


EARL GRANVILLE 
Athens 
No. 214 


EARL GRANVILLE 
Athens 
No. 219 


Mr. RatTTrIGAN 
Bucharest 
No. 144 


To Mr. RAtTrTIGAN 
Bucharest 
Tel. No. 189 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Bucharest 
Tel. No. 290 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Bucharest 
Tel. No. 291 


DATE 


May 29 


May 30 


June 1 


June 1 


June 4 


June 5 


June 11 


June 13 


June 13 


MAIN SUBJECT 


political influence to further British enter- 
prises. 


Transmits despatch from British Military 
Attaché, Bucharest, regarding right of 
Col. Boyle to wear military uniform: 
recommends that he be permitted to wear 
uniform for further fixed period, condi- 
tional on his undertaking not to engage in 
private business. 

Enclosure. Despatch from British Military 
Attaché stating Col. Boyle has no right to 
wear uniform and discussing his influence 
with the Roumanian Court. 


Reports interview with Polish Minister 
regarding Roumano-Polish relations and 
Polish desire for adhesion of Roumania to 
purely defensive alliance of border states 
against Russia: considers such alliance 
would counteract pro-German activities of 
Italian Legation: asks permission to broach 
subject with King. 

Greek Minister has been informed H.M.G. 
cannot approve of occupation of Koritza 
before settlement of Albanian question. 
Reports growing strength of Opposition in 
Greece, and movement in favour of ex- 
King Constantine: interview with M. 
Venizelos regarding internal affairs and 
forthcoming elections. 


Transmits copy of despatch from Head of 
British Naval Mission in Athens reporting 
conference regarding future of Greek 
Navy: Greek Govt. unable to purchase 
ships offered by H.M.G.: suggests H.M.G. 
should reduce price asked. 


Reports representations made, with French 
colleague, to Roumanian Govt. regarding 
transfer of oil shares to Belgian group; 
interviews with M.F.A., the King, Gen. 
Averescu, and Minister of Finance. 


Refers to No. 333: no encouragement 
should be given to Roumanian Govt. to 
make alliance with Poland. 


Reports interview with M. Take Jonescu, 
new M.F.A., who stated that he had pro- 
tested against Decree law conferring mono- 
poly of oil sales and export on new Oil 
Company, but that Prime Minister and 
Minister of Finance refused to alter policy: 
wishes, if Decree law is as described, to with- 
draw recommendation that Roumanian 
efforts to obtain British loan should be 
treated sympathetically. 


Refers to No. 339: reports information 
given by M. Take Jonescu of attempt by 
French financial group to obtain German 
holdings in Steaua Romana oil company, 
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341 


NO. AND NAME 


Mr. RAtTrTrIGAN 
Bucharest 
Tel. No. 293 


342 Coit. BALDWIN 


347 


349 


Foreign Office 
No. 28 


Sir H. DeErinc 
Sofia 
No. 7 Commercial 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Bucharest 
Tel. No. 304 


To Sir G. BucHANAN 
Rome 


No. 577 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Bucharest 
Tel. No. 310 


To Sm A. YOuNG 
Belgrade 
No. 308 


Sir H. DERING 
Sofia 
Tel. No. 69 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Bucharest 
Tel. No. 315 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Bucharest 
Tel. No. 317 


DATE 


June 14 


June 15 


June 19 


June 21 


June 23 


June 24 


June 26 


June 26 


June 27 


June 28 


MAIN SUBJECT 


contrary to Anglo-French agreement: will 
make immediate protest to French Minister. 


Reports alleged German offer to re- 
organize Roumanian railways, pro-Ger- 
man tendencies in Govt., and Bratianist 
press campaign against Anglo-French 
Accord regarding Roumania (see Nos. 320, 
n. 4 and No. 325). 


Reports press campaign in Roumania 
against European Commission of Danube: 
interview with M. Zamfirescu, Roumanian 
M.F.A., who stated campaign directed by 
Bratianists against Govt. but that Rou- 
mania would like better status in respect of 
control of Dardanelles. 


Transmits copy of Note to Bulgarian Govt. 
protesting against restrictions on trade and 
Budget taxation proposals, and pointing 
out disastrous effect in preventing exports 
to Bulgaria and discouraging British enter- 
prise. 

Reports interview with King of Rou- 
mania, who stated Decree law would be 
amended (see No. 339). 


Records Sir E. Crowe’s interview with 
Italian Chargé d’Affaires regarding 
H.M.G.’s desire to be fully informed of 
events in Albania in view of increasing 
attention of House of Commons. 


Refers to No. 338: reports interview with 
King in which he amplified H.M.G.’s 
probable view regarding Roumano-Polish 
alliance: H.M. replied Roumanian Govt. 
had decided not to enter formal engage- 
ment. 


H.M.G. unable to recognize union of 
Montenegro with Yugoslavia, but notes 
with satisfaction M. Vesnitch’s statement 
that freely elected Montenegrin representa- 
tives are to attend Constituent Assembly. 


Refers to No. 343: reports decision of 
British, U.S., Belgian, French, Italian and 
Roumanian representatives to invite other 
colleagues to join in further representa- 
tions to Bulgarian Govt. regarding recent 
measures adversely affecting foreign trade 
and industry. 


Refers to No. 338: reports conversation 
with M. Take Jonescu who outlined his 
policy towards Soviet Russia for com- 
munication to H.M.G. and emphasized 
dangers of Bolshevik success against 
Poland. 


Reports Roumanian Govt. prepared to 
give assurances regarding rights of British 
and French nationals in Bessarabia (see 
No. 329). 
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351 


352 


353 


354 


355 


356 


358 


NO. AND NAME 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Bucharest 
No. 168 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Bucharest 
Tel. No. 326 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Bucharest 
No. 183 


Sir H. DERING 
Sofia 
No. 201 


Sir A. YOUNG 
Belgrade 
No. 324 


Mr. RaAtTTIGAN 
Bucharest 
No. 191 


Mr. RAtTTIGAN 
Bucharest 
No. 203 


To Mr. RatTricANn 
Bucharest 
No. 318 


DATE 
June 29 


July 5 


July 8 


July 9 


July 15 


July 20 


July 29 


July 30 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Reports interview with M. Aristide Blanc 
regarding proposed loan agreement with 
British group, reaction of Gen. Payot to 
announcement of proposed loan, and pro- 
posed formation of new Petroleum Com- 


pany. 


Reports conversation with M. Take 
Jonescu who threatened to resign if pro- 
portion of German indemnity allotted to 
Roumania as small as reported: considers 
his resignation would be calamity: urges 
H.M.G. to secure as large portion of in- 
demnity as possible for Roumania. 


Considers despatch of Anglo-French Petro- 
leum Mission to Roumania should be de- 
layed until public opinion more favourable: 
does not believe other interests will fore- 
stall British enterprise although activities 
of Champain group obscure: suggests des- 
patch of one French and one English 
official to observe oil situation in unofficial 
capacity. 

P.S. of July 9. Reports interview with 
French colleague who agreed concerning 
inadvisability of sending Petroleum Mission 
and repeated assurances of co-operation. 


Reports first reading in Sobranie of Bulgar- 
ian budget proposals without amendments: 
protests by U.S. and French colleagues 
and own interview with M. Stancioff 
who stated M. Stamboliisky’s intention to 
amend laws: has written demanding 
explanation of failure to implement pro- 
mises (see No. 348). 


Refers to No. 347: discusses question of 
status of Montenegro and policy of S.C.S. 
Govt. regarding Montenegrin participa- 
tion in Constituent Assembly: believes it 
unwise to challenge S.C.S. Govt. on this 
question: discusses conditions in Monte- 
negro and efforts of Govt. to send relief. 


Discusses Roumanian situation: weakness 
of Govt. increasing strength of Bratianists 
and consequent anti-British feeling: reports 
conversation with M. Blanc who asked 
him to draft Decree law concerning petro- 
leum and promised to try to secure its 
acceptance. 


Reports final interview and discussion 
of Roumania’s economic and foreign 
policy with King of Roumania. 


Instructions to arrange with French col- 
league for participation of British group 
in purchase of oil shares on equal terms 
with the French group in accordance with 
Anglo-French agreement. 
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359 


361 


362 


370 


371 


372 


NO. AND NAME 


To Sir H. Derinc 
Sofia 
No. 153 


To Mr. RAtTriGAN 
Bucharest 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Bucharest 


To EARL oF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 912 


Sir A. YOUNG 
Belgrade 
Tel. No. 233 


To Sir A. YouNG 
Belgrade 
Tel. No. 163 
EARL GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 211 


Sm A. Younc 
Belgrade 
Tel. No. 244 


Sir A. YounG 
Belgrade 
Tel. No. 243 


To EARL GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 149 


To Sm A. Younc 
Belgrade 
Tel. No. 171 


Sir A. YOUNG 
Belgrade 
Tel. No. 251 


To Sir G. BucHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 384 


To Sir A. YounG 
Belgrade 
Tel. No. 174 


DATE 


Aug. 


Aug. 


Aug. 


Aug. 


Aug. 


Aug. 


Aug. 


Aug. 


Aug. 


Aug. 


Aug. 


Aug. 


Aug. 


Aug. 


5 


Il 


14 


15 


19 


23 


23 


25 


25 


27 


27 


27 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Refers to No. 354: action approved: 
nothing should be done by Allied Repre- 
sentatives in Bulgaria to prejudice even- 
tual collection of reparation. 


Letter from Sir E. Crowe: refers to No. 356: 
urges caution, for action in drafting decree 
may be criticized as interference in Rou- 
mania’s internal affairs. 


Letter to Sir E. Crowe: refers to Nos. 356 
and 360, and explains action taken in con- 
junction with M. Blanc regarding draft 
decree: Govt. not aware draft in any way 
his work. 


Instructions to arrange with French Govt. 
for signature of Bessarabian Treaty as 
soon as ratification of Minorities Treaty 
by Roumanian Chamber confirmed. 


Reports Yugoslav occupation of line north 
of Lake Scutari in Kastrati area: Greek 
report of Yugoslav occupation of positions 
inside Albanian frontier. 


Refers to No. 363: instructions to inform 
Yugoslav Govt. of H.M.G.’s anxiety re- 
garding invasion of Albania. 


Reports Greek Govt.’s desire for H.M.G.’s 
support for request to Swiss Govt. to place 
restrictions on ex-King Constantine. 


Refers to No. 367: reports that Yugoslav 
Secretary-General attributes attack on 
Serbian troops to Italian intrigues and 
begs H.M.G. to make representations to 
Italian Govt. 


Refers to No. 364: reports interview with 
Yugoslav Secretary-General for Foreign 
Affairs who stated Serbian troops intend 
to occupy 1918 lines of demarcation until 
final settlement of Albanian question. 


Refers to No. 365: H.M.G. hesitate to take 
action requested without proof of com- 
plicity of ex-King in plot against M. 
Venizelos. 

M. Trumbitch, in response to communica- 
tion from H.M.G., has given assurances 
regarding Yugoslav policy in Albania: 
instructions to watch situation carefully. 

Refers to No. 369: discusses Yugoslav 
attitude to Albanian question: believes 
Serbs intend to obtain Scutari or other 
compensation against retention of Saseno 
by Italians. 


Instructions to make representations to 
Italian Govt. to use influence with Tirana 
Govt. to prevent provocation of Yugo- 
slavs by Albanians. 


Refers to No. 371: instructions to inform 
Yugoslav Govt. of representations at 
Rome but to make clear H.M.G.’s view 
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373 


374 


375 


376 


377 


378 


379 


380 


381 


NO. AND NAME 


ITALIAN AMBASSADOR 
London 


Sir G. BuCHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 377 


To EARL or DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 982 


To EARL GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 160 


To Sm A. Young 
Belgrade 
Tel. No. 182 


To EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 986 


To Srr A. GEDDES 


Washington 
Tel. No. 717 


To Sir G. BucHANAN 


Rome 
Tel. No. 406 


Sir A. YOuNG 
Belgrade 
Tel. No. 261 


Mr. KENNARD 
Rome 
Tel. No. 395 


To Sir H. DERING 
Sofia 
No. 195 


DATE 


Aug. 28 


Aug. 


Sept. 


Sept. 


Sept. 


Sept. 


Sept. 


Sept. 


Sept. 


MAIN SUBJECT 


that Yugoslav Govt. still have grave re- 
sponsibility (see No. 366). 

Memorandum on Albanian _ question: 
Italian Govt. deny Yugoslav assertions 
and urge Powers to demand respect for 
Albania’s 1913 boundaries: Italian minis- 
ters at Athens and Belgrade are being 
instructed to make representations accord- 
ingly once British and French colleagues 
so authorized. 


Refers to No. 371 and transmits reply, 
stating Italian Govt. do not recognize 1918 
demarcation line and urging assurance by 
Powers that they will enforce respect of 
1913 frontiers: Italian Govt. prepared to 
intervene with Tirana Govt.: reports in- 
terview with Count Manzoni regarding 
situation. 


Refers to No. 373: H.M.G. are replying to 
Italian Ambassador suggesting that action 
of Powers be confined to noting Yugoslav 
assurances, and urging Albanians and 
Yugoslavs to preserve peace: representa- 
tions to Greek Govt. unnecessary: instruc- 
tions to inform French Govt. and suggest 
they make similar reply. 


Instructions to inform M. Venizelos of 
contents of No. 375, and to state H.M.G.’s 
hope Greek troops will not occupy N. 
Epirus pending final frontier settlement. 


Instructions to inform Yugoslav Govt. of 
contents of No. 375 and to add H.M.G. 
hope they will execute their assurances. 


Instructions to inform French/U.S./Italian 
Govts. that H.M.G. support Yugoslav 
proposal for International Commission 
to report on Albanian situation, and to 
request their views. 


Refers to Nos. 377 and 371: reports (1) ac- 
tion on No. 377 and Yugoslav Govt.’s 
appreciation of H.M.G.’s attitude, (2) 
Yugoslav Govt.’s denial of having stated 
they would respect any frontiers delimited 
by Supreme Council. 


Reports action taken on No. 378 and inter- 


_ view with Count Manzoni who stated 


Italian Govt.’s view that solution lies in 
withdrawal of Serbian troops from Al- 
bania and action as suggested in No. 374: 
written reply will be sent. 


Instructions to maintain negative attitude 
regarding question of conscription in Bul- 
garia. 
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452 


453 


454 


——_ 


NO. AND NAME 


382 To Sir A. Younc 
Belgrade 
Tel. No. 186 


383 To EARL GRANVILLE 


Athens 
Tel. No. 164 


384 To Sm A. Younc 
Belgrade 
Tel. No. 189 


385 Ear or DErsBy 
Paris 
Tel. No. 1084 


386 To Sir A. Younc 
Belgrade 
Tel. No. 190 


387 Mr. KENNARD 
Rome 
Tel. Unnumbered 


388 Ear. or DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 1082 


389 Sm A. Younc 
Belgrade 
Tel. No. 266 

390 To Ear or DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 999 


391 Earu or DeEeRBy 
Paris 
Tel. No. 1099 


392 To Sir A. Younc 
Belgrade 
Tel. No. 199 


393 EARL or DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 1102 


DATE 


Sept. 


Sept. 


Sept. 


Sept. 


Sept. 


Sept. 


Sept. 


Sept. 


Sept. 


Sept. 


Sept. 


Sept. 


8 


10 


10 


13 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Instructions to inform Yugoslav Govt. 
H.M.G. disapprove of recent advances in 
Albania, and will be forced to reconsider 
attitude unless that Govt. withdraw troops 
to 1918 demarcation line, and renew 
assurances that they will respect boun- 
daries to be determined by Supreme 
Council. 


Instructions to inform M. Venizelos of 
substance of No. 382 and add H.M.G. 
hope Greece will maintain purely defen- 
sive attitude in N. Epirus. 


Asks whether Montenegro to be included 
in forthcoming elections: if so, H.M.G. re- 
quire to be satisfied freedom of election 
assured, 


Reports discussion at Ambassadors’ Confer- 
ence regarding Austro-Hungarian torpedo 
boats at Cattaro: asks for instructions. 


Refers to No. 379: quotes statement in 
Yugoslav Govt.’s Note of Aug. 26 that 
they would submit to decisions of Peace 
Conference regarding Albanian frontier. 


Refers to Nos. 380 and 378: reports Italian 
reply regarding Yugoslav proposal for in- 
ternational Commission for Albania. 
Refers to No. 385: reports decision by 
Ambassadors’ Conference to hand over 
provisionally port of Cattaro to Yugoslav 
Govt. under certain conditions. 


Refers to Nos. 382 and 379: reports inter- 
view with Yugoslav President of Council 
regarding Albanian question. 

Refers to Nos. 385 and 388: H.M.G. op- 
posed to removal of torpedo boats to 
Italian port: they could remain at Cattaro 
if disarmed, and if Yugoslav Govt. under- 
took not to use them pending maritime 
frontier delimitation. 


Reports Yugoslav request for larger num- 
ber of monitors and patrol boats than 
allotted by Ambassadors’ Conference: 
emphasizes importance of not handing 
over torpedo boats at Cattaro until Yugo- 
slav Govt. give up monitors and all patrol 
boats in their possession on Danube. 


Refers to No. 389: it will be sufficient to 
obtain Yugoslav Govt.’s written assurance 
of acceptance of 1913 Albanian frontier, 
and of readiness to abide by Supreme 
Council’s decision concerning points not 
yet delimited. 


Refers to No. 390 and reports discussion 
by Ambassadors’ Conference of questions 
of (1) vessels at Cattaro: decision to study 
disarmament methods pending further 
Italian Govt. reply, (2) Danube flotilla: 
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410 


411 


412 


413 


NO. AND NAME 


To Sir A. YouNnG 


Belgrade 
Tel. No. 206 


To Mr. RusseE_u 
Athens 


No. 487 


To Srr A. Younc 


Belgrade 
No. 483 


EARL oF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 1140 


U.S. Cuarct 
D’ AFFAIRES 
London 


EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 1154 


Sir H. DEERING 
Sofia 
No. 415 


To EARL or DERBY 


Paris 
Tel. No. 1067 


EARL oF DERBY 
Paris 
No. 3079 


Mr. KENNARD 
Rome 
Tel. No. 452 
To U.S. CHARGE 
D’ AFFAIRES 
London 


DATE 


Sept. 23 


Sept. 24 


Sept. 28 


Sept. 29 


Oct. I 


Oct. 2 


Oct. 2 


Oct. 6 


Oct. 6 


Oct. 7 


Oct. 11 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Refers to Nos. 400, 392 and 386: instruc- 
tions to restrict himself to obtaining from 
Yugoslav Govt. renewal of assurances ex- 
pressed in Note of Aug. 26 


Instructions to inform M. Venizelos of 
situation regarding Yugoslav assurances 
on Albanian frontier question. 


Refers to No. 399: summarizes conversa- 
tion between Mr. Nicolson, Mr. Leeper 
and Yugoslav Chargé d’Affaires: H.M.G. 
would require independent observer’s 
presence during Montenegrin elections. 
Refers to Nos. 401 and 388: reports dis- 
cussion by Ambassadors’ Conference of 
(1) question of Bessarabian Treaty: de- 
cision to sign if necessary without U.S. 
participation, (2) torpedo boats at Cattaro: 
Italian Govt. prepared to leave disarmed 
on receipt of assurances from Yugoslav 
Govt. 


Note regarding Albanian situation, re- 
questing views of H.M.G. and supporting 
proposal of Inter-Allied Commission. 

Noie 1. Minute by Mr. Nicolson on con- 
versation with U.S. Chargé d’Affaires re- 
garding Albanian situation. 


Reports meeting of Ambassadors’ Confer- 
ence and his insistence on presentation of 
Bessarabian Treaty to Roumania on Oct. 
4: decision to request her also to sign trea- 
ties regarding Central European Frontiers 
and obligations of Succession States. 


Reports farewell interview with M. Stam- 
boliisky before latter’s departure for Eng- 
land: advice given regarding his visit, and 
discussion of Bulgarian policy towards 
Greece, &c. 


Refers to Nos. 408 and 401: approves ac- 
tion, but signature by Roumania of two 
treaties cannot be made condition of 
British signature of Bessarabian Treaty. 


Reports French Govt.’s reply to enquiry 
regarding dispositions made by Gen. 
Franchet d’Esperey in 1918 in Albania, in 
accordance with 1915 Treaty of London. 


Refers to No. 398: summarizes Note from 
Minister for Foreign Affairs stating Italian 
views on Albanian situation. 

Refers to No. 407: H.M.G. consider final 
settlement of Albanian frontiers should be 
deferred pending conclusion of Yugoslav— 
Italian negotiations, but would support 
proposal for Commission of Enquiry: 
authorized to recommend boundary solu- 
tion to Ambassadors’ Conference should 
U.S. Govt. wish to make it: importance of 
securing agreed frontiers with Greece and 
Yugoslavia. 
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418 


419 


420 


421 


422 


423 


424 


425 


NO. AND NAME 


To Sm A. PEEL 
Sofia 
No. 246 


EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 1200 


Mr. KENNARD 
Rome 
No. 464 

To EARL oF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 1109 


To EARL oF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 1117 


To Sir H. DERING 
Bucharest 


No. 455 


Mr. RussELu 
Athens 
Tel. No. 257 
To Sir A. Younc 
Belgrade 
No. 532 


EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 1251 
EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 1255 


To Sm A. Younc 
Belgrade 


No. 535 


Sir A. YOUNG 
Belgrade 
Tel. No. 345 


DATE 


Oct. 


Oct. 


Oct. 


Oct. 


Oct. 


Oct. 


Oct. 


Oct. 


12 


18 


20 


21 


. 25 


. 26 


27 


28 


29 


Nov. 3 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Records conversation with M. Stambo- 
lusky and discussion of Bulgaria’s foreign 
policy: Bulgarian Govt.’s desire for con- 
scription and trade credits. 


Refers to Nos. 408 and 410 and reports 
receipt by Ambassadors’ Conference of 
Roumanian reply expressing readiness to 
sign Bessarabian Treaty subject to two 
modifications: asks whether these accept- 
able to H.M.G.: transmits draft agreement 
regarding protection of British interests in 
Bessarabia: reports Roumanian willingness 
simultaneously to sign the other two 
treaties. 

Reports Italian Govt. maintain reserva- 
tions regarding Albania, but accept pro- 
posed district commission. 


Refers to No. 415: modifications proposed 
should not be accepted pending discussion 
in London with MM. Take Jonescu and 
Titulescu. 

Refers to Nos. 415 and 417: Board of Trade 
accept draft agreement for protection of 
British interests in Bessarabia: instructions 
regarding proposed modification of Bessa- 
rabian Treaty. 

Records interview with M. Take Jonescu: 
discussion of (1) Poland and Little Entente, 
(2) Roumanian relations with” Soviet 
Russia, (3) Bulgarian war-criminals, (4) 
possible coalition govt. in Roumania. 


Reports arrangements for succession to be 
made by Greek Govt. in probable event of 
death of King Alexander. 

Refers to Nos. 398, 386 and 416, and ex- 
plains H.M.G.’s attitude to assurances 
made by Yugoslav Govt. regarding 
Albanian frontier: instructions to dispel 
any misgivings of Yugoslav Govt. 

Refers to No. 418 and 415, and reports 
arrangements for signature by M. Take 
Jonescu of Bessarabian Treaty. 

Reports signature of Bessarabian treaty on 
behalf of British Empire, France, Italy and 
Roumania, and Roumanian adhesion to 
New States and Central European Fron- 
tiers Treaties. 

Refers to No. 405 and records further 
interviews with Yugoslav representatives 
regarding desire of H.M.G. for impartial 
observer of elections in Montenegro: in- 
structions to impress on Yugoslav Govt. 
urgency of issue and H.M.G.’s desire not 
to embarrass them. 

Refers to Nos. 424 and 405: reports inter- 
view with M. Trumbitch who stated 
willingness to admit impartial observer of 
Montenegroelections on certain conditions. 
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487 


490 


492 


492 


493 


493 


497 


497 


499 


499 


500 


502 


426 


427 


428 


429 


431 


432 


433 


435 


437 


NO. AND 


EARL GRANVILLE 


Athens 
Tel. No. 276 


NAME 


To EARL GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 206 


EARL GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 281 


EARL GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 285 


EARL GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 282 


To EARL GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 207 


EARL GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 287 


~~ 


EARL GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 288 


EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 1341 


To EARL GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 210 


EARL GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 291 


EARL GRANVILLE 
Athens 


No. 444 


Sir E. CRowE 
Foreign Office 


DATE 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


13 


15 


15 


15 


15 


16 


17 


19 


MAIN SUBJECT 
Reports tel. in Opposition newspapers 
alleging letter of condolence from H.M. 
King George V to Queen Sophie spoke 
of her forthcoming return as Queen to 
Greece: asks for instructions. 


Refers to No. 426: story is complete 
fabrication: instructions to issue démenti. 


Reports defeat and resignation of M. 
Venizelos: M. Rhallys expected to form 
Govt. 


Informs of request to H.M.S. Centaur to 
escort M. Venizelos’ ship on way to Nice 
to prevent pursuit. 


Refers to No. 428 and requests instructions 
regarding attitude towards new Govt. 


Refers to No. 430: instructions to enter 
into provisional relations with new Greek 
Govt. but to maintain non-committal atti- 
tude regarding succession pending formu- 
lation of policy by H.M.G. 


Reports conversation with Italian Minis- 
ter regarding latter’s conversation with 
MM. Gounaris and Stratos: policy of new 
Govt. to hold plebiscite on succession 
question, and maintain good relations 
with H.M.G.: plebiscite likely to be in 
favour of King Constantine. 


Refers to No. 430 and discusses question 
of H.M.G.’s attitude in event of return of 
King Constantine: arguments for and 
against recognition: emphasizes need for 
rapid decision preferably in concert with 
French Govt. 


Reports interview with French President 
of Council regarding Greek situation: M. 
Leygues opposed to return of King Con- 
stantine, but retains open mind regarding 
Crown Prince: desires to discuss question 
with Mr. Lloyd George. 


Refers to No. 433: instructions to refuse to 
discuss succession question with Greek 
Govt. pending Anglo-French discussions. 


States Greek reaction in event of repudia- 
tion of King Constantine by H.M.G. will 
necessitate evacuation of British subjects: 
requests prior notice of any official com- 
munication. 


Describes M. Venizelos’ defeat and events 
since his departure: reports interview with 
M. Rhallys and discusses causes of M. 
Venizelos’ defeat. 


Records conversation with M. Cambon 
regarding Greek situation: French pro- 
posal to issue joint statement refusing con- 
sent to King Constantine’s return: his own 
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597 
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508 
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449 


451 


452 


453 


455 


457 


459 


NO. AND NAME 


Mr. BALFouR 
Geneva 
Tel. No. 18 


EARL GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 305 


Mr. Keocu 
Nice 
Tel. Unnumbered 


To Mr. RussE.u 
Berne 
Tel. No. 104 


Mr. KEoGH 
Nice 
Tel. Unnumbered 


To Mr. BALFour 
Geneva 
Tel. No. 15 


Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 1364 


EARL GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 317 


To Eart GRANVILLE 


Athens 
Tel. No. 218 


To EARL GRANVILLE 


Athens 
Tel. No. 221 


To EArt GRANVILLE 


Athens 

Tel. Unnumbered 
EARL GRANVILLE 

Athens 

Tel. No. 319 


DATE 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Dec. 


Dec. 


Dec. 


Dec. 


Dec. 


25 


25 


25 


26 


26 


27 


30 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Replies to No. 445 and transmits for Sir M. 
Hankey opinion that Allies not bound to 
recognize new regime unless it promises 
loyalty to Peace Treaties and renounces 
reprisals against political opponents: sug- 
gests asking M. Venizelos’ view. 


Reports interview with Greek President 
of Council who communicated statement 
expressing his Govt.’s policy of friendship 
with Britain, and expressed desire to go to 
London. 


Transmits message from Sir John Stavridi 
reporting M. Venizelos’ views: Treaty of 
Sévres must be preserved: if accession of 
Crown Prince impossible, prefers recog- 
nition of King Constantine on condition he 
undertakes to uphold Treaty. 


Refers to No. 441: instructions not to com- 
municate with King Constantine or en- 
tourage without express authority. 


Refers to No. 451: transmits amplification 
of M. Venizelos’ views: joint British and 
French action could ensure accession of 
Crown Prince: suggestion should be made 
privately to Greek Govt., failing this, return 
of King Constantine preferable to French 
proposal entailing annulment of Treaty. 


Transmits message from Sir M. Hankey 
conveying War Office information regard- 
ing size and state of Bulgarian army. 


Transmits copy of information sent to Mr. 
Balfour regarding state of execution of 
military and naval clauses of Bulgarian 
Peace Treaty. 


Reports press accounts of alleged con- 
ditions laid down by H.M.G. for return 
of King Constantine: Govt. press concilia- 
tory in tone. 


Instructions to arrange with French and 
Italian colleagues presentation to Greek 
Govt. of declaration drawn up by London 
Conference stating restoration of King 
Constantine would create new and un- 
favourable situation, in which three Govts. 
would reserve complete liberty in dealing 
with situation. 

Instructions to communicate to Greek 
Govt. three Powers’ protest against new 
issue of notes by National Bank contrary to 
financial agreements. 

No objection to confidential intimation to 
Greek Govt. that H.M.G. believe best 
solution would be choice of Prince George. 


Refers to No. 457 and reports communica- 
tion of Allied declaration to Greek Govt. 
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528 


529 


530 


5390 


93! 


53! 


532 


533 


934 


534 


534 


461 


467 


470 


471 


NO. AND NAME 


EARL GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 320 


Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 1371 


EARL GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 322 


EARL GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 323 


EARL GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 326 


To EArt GRANVILLE 


Athens 
Tel. No. 223 


To Lorp HARDINGE 


Paris 
Tel. No. 1276 


EARL GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 329 


EARL GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 330 


Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 1382 


EARL GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 334 


DATE 


Dec. 


Dec. 


Dec. 


Dec. 


Dec. 


Dec. 


4 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Refers to No. 460 and reports generally 
moderate press reaction to Allied declara- 
tion, which, however, is not likely to affect 
result of plebiscite. 


Suggests possible admission of Bulgaria to 
League of Nations should be made con- 
ditional on her agreeing to scheme for in- 
vestigations as provided for in Treaty of 
Neuilly: same applies to Austria. 


Reports receipt by French and Italian 
colleagues of instructions to protest against 
unauthorized issue of notes (see No. 458): 
instructions not yet received from H.M.G.: 
decision to beg Allied Govts. to reconsider 
instructions since procedure begun by late 
Govt. Has informed Greek Govt. no fur- 
ther financial help will be given in event 
of King Constantine’s return. 


Reports peaceful holding of plebiscite: 
many abstentions but few Noes: many 
stories of intimidation. 


Reports unofficial conversation with Greck 
President of Council regarding plebiscite 
and King Constantine. 


Refers to No. 463: instructions contained 
in No. 458 should be carried out in con- 
junction with French and Italian col- 
leagues. 


Refers to No. 462 (Bulgaria and League of 
Nations): it would be better to rely on 
Treaty Articles as they stand and not 
attempt to define precisely powers of 
League of Nations Council. 


Reports British firms negotiating in Greece 
enquire whether decision to stop financial 
aid to Greece in event of King Constan- 
tine’s return implies financial blockade: 
asks for instructions, and emphasizes 
British interests in Greece much greater 
than French. 


Reports interview between Miunister of 
Marine and Admiral Kelly regarding re- 
turn of King Constantine: suggests British 
interests would be served by permitting 
his return: conditions described in No. 456 
would be accepted if fourth altered or ex- 
plained: collapse of Greece would be severe 
blow to British interests in Near East. 


Reports decision by Ambassadors’ Con- 
ference to instruct Gen. de Fourtou to dis- 
solve Bulgarian Labour battalions, which 
are inadmissible under Treaty. 


Reports confidentially that King Constan- 
tine will embark Dec. 16 arriving Pha- 
lerum Dec. 19. 
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536 


536 


537 


538 


539 


539 


539 


540 
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472 


473 


474 


475 


476 


477 


478 


479 


481 


NO. AND NAME 


EARL GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 333 


To EARL GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 225 


To EARL GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 226 


EARL GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 338 


To EARL GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 229 


To EARL GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 230 


To EARL GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 231 


To EARL GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 233 


To Sir G. BucHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 535 


Sir G. BucHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 536 


To EARL GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 235 


To Sir H. RumsBoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 1176 


M. LeyYGuEs 
Paris 


DATE 


Dec. 


Dec. 


Dec. 


Dec. 


Dec. 


Dec. 


10 


II 


II 


13 


. 14 


. 16 


17 


. 18 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Reports Venizelist plan for revolution, 
with hopes of Allied support: suggests M. 
Venizelos be asked to warn followers, and 
British High Commissioner or military 
authorities at Constantinople should urge 
prudence on Greek officers there. 


Refers to Nos. 466 and 458: transmits 
modified wording of protest: instructions 
to present Note in modified form. 


Refers to No. 468: British firms should re- 
main in Greece for present and renew 
request for advice after one month. 


Reports correspondence between Inter- 
national Financial Commission and Greek 
Govt. regarding alleged unauthorized 
issue of notes: Commission have made for- 
mal protest against violation of law of 1898. 


Refers to No. 472: instructions to inform 
Liberals H.M.G. would not favour any 
revolutionary movement. 


Instructions not to enter into official rela- 
tions with King Constantine or court or 
attend Govt. official functions. 


H.M. ships instructed not to recognize or 
salute King Constantine’s standard if 
raised on ‘Averoff’: French and Italian 
authorities being informed. 


Instructions to make preliminary arrange- 
ments for going on leave: Secretary to be 
left in charge of Legation and to take joint 
action with French and Italian colleagues. 


Instructions to request Italian Govt. to 
acquiesce in French proposal for tem- 
porary withdrawal of Allied Ministers, 
vessels and missions at Athens. 


Refers to No. 480 and reports Italian Govt. 
unwilling to withdraw Minister, but agree 
to recall military and naval missions and 
gendarmerie: Italian Minister not to take 
part in ceremonial functions. 


Refers to No. 481: instructions to remain 
in Athens while avoiding all relations with 
King Constantine: missions to remain 
pending further instructions: British ships 
to withdraw. 


Mr. Eyres to be instructed to proceed to 
Durazzo and contact Albanian Govt. 
without committing H.M.G. to formal 
recognition. 


Tel. to M. Cambon regretting H.M.G.’s 
decision not to withdraw naval mission 
from Greece, pointing out Italian depar- 
tures from Allied policy, and emphasizing 
necessity for maintaining attitude publicly 
stated. 
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544 
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546 


546 


547 


547 


490 


491 


492 


493 


494 


495 


NO. AND NAME 


EARL GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 345 


EARL GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 346 


EARL GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 347 


Mr. NICOLSON 
Foreign Office 


To EARL GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 237 


EARL GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No 352 


To EARL GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 238 


Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
No. 3845 


To Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 1320 


DATE 


Dec. 


Dec. 


Dec. 


Dec. 


20 


- 20 


20 


- 20 


- 21 


- 22 


25 


27 


. 28 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Reports arrival of King Constantine and 
his speech promising friendship with 
Allies and adherence to constitution. 


Reports Italian Minister’s information 
concerning his (Lord Granville’s) instruc- 
tions: agreement that Heads of Missions 
should write names on King. 


Refers to No. 486: reports reception and 
decoration of Admiral Kelly by King: 
protest made to President of Council, who 
promised head of French Mission would 
receive same decoration. 


Memorandum on future policy towards 
King Constantine. 

Note 3. Minutes by Sir E. Crowe and 
Lord Curzon advocating continuance of 
waiting policy. 


Refers to No. 487: Admiral Kelly must 
return decoration. 


Refers to No. 489 and reports M. Rhallys’ 
decision to resign as result of return of 
decoration: Admiral Kelly himself desires 
to resign or go on leave: considers resig- 
nation would be mistaken. 


Refers to No. 490: does not believe 
decoration incident cause of M. Rhallys’ 
resignation: British interests require Ad- 
miral Kelly to remain. 


Reports conversation regarding Greek 
situation with M. Millerand: French 
criticism of Mr. Lloyd George’s speech: 
question of Smyrna: importance of Anglo- 
French unanimity. 


Instructions to inform President of Council 
H.M.G. do not intend to withdraw naval 
mission from Greece. 


CHAPTER IV 


Transcaucasia 


February 3, 1920—April 20, 1921 


NO. 
Mr. WarpDROP 

Tiflis 

Tel. No. 71 


AND NAME 


Mr. WARDROP 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 80 


DATE 


Feb. 


Feb. 


3 


i) 


MAIN SUBJECT 
Reports Georgian Govt.’s request for 
financial aid from H.M.G. or British 
firms: urges despatch of commercial and 
financial adviser. 


Transmits message from Col. Stokes 
stating H.M.G.’s refusal of aid to N. Cau- 
casian Republic will lay open Caucasus to 
danger since Daghestan is key to Caucasus. 
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554 


999 


556 
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557 


558 


NO. AND NAME 


496 Mr. WaARDROP 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 84 


497 Lorp Curzon 
Foreign Office 


498 To Ear or DERBy 
Paris 
No. 514 


499 Mr. WaArRpDROP 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 87 


500 Lorp HARDINGE 
Foreign Office 


501 To Mr. WaArRpDROP 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 79 

502 Mr. STEVENS 
Batum 
Tel. No. 14 


503 Mr. WaARpDROP 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 95 


504 Mr. WaARDROP 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 96 

505 To Mr. WARDROP 
Tiflis 
Tel. Unnumbered 


506 To GEN. KEYES 
Novorossisk 


Tel. No. 94 


507 To Sir H. DERING 
Sofia 
Tel. No. 17 

508 To Mr. WarRpRopP 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 89 


DATE 


Feb. 


Feb. 


Feb. 


Feb. 


Feb. 


Feb. 


Feb. 


Feb. 


Feb. 


Feb. 


Feb. 


Feb. 


Feb. 


6 


16 


16 


17 


18 


20 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Reports receipt of message announcing 
immediate British evacuation of Batum: 
has received no indication of proposed 


move: urges postponement pending sub- 
mission of reasons against it. 


Memorandum by Lord Curzon urging 
Cabinet to reverse decision, reached in his 
absence, to evacuate Batum. 


Records interview with Georgian Repre- 
sentative, who urgently requested aid in 
obtaining foodstuffs for Georgia: H.M. 
Treasury unlikely to grant credit: instruc- 
tions to raise question at Ambassadors’ 
Conference and Supreme Economic Coun- 
cil. 

Refers to No. 496 and reports evacuation 
of Batum begun: has received no informa- 
tion or instructions and can take no 
responsibility for possible disorder: only 
course is to offer resignation. 

Letter to Sir W. Goode regarding food 
situation in Georgia and Azerbaijan: 
emphasizes Soviet menace and political 
importance of help in obtaining foodstuffs. 


Instructions to telegraph immediately 
views on best disposal Batum town and 
province in event of British evacuation. 


Transmits message from representatives 
of British firms stating evacuation of 
Batum threatens disastrous loss of stocks 
and valuable trade with Caucasus and N. 
Persia: three months’ notice required for 
orderly liquidation. 


Refers to No. 501: if British evacuation 
essential, province should go to Georgia: 
port must be free port of transit, prefer- 
ably held by Britain, or else international- 
ized and held by Allies: town should have 
free administration. 

Refers to No. 503: maintains position ex- 
pressed in Nos. 496 and 499 that evacua- 
tion of Batum will lower British prestige. 


Refers to No. 499: explains evacuation of 
Batum was decided on military grounds 
in his (Lord Curzon’s) absence: is attempt- 
ing to modify decision: retains full con- 
fidence in Mr. Wardrop. 


Instructions to sound Gen. Denikin regard- 
ing possible supply of flour or wheat from 
the Kuban to Georgia. 

Instructions to assist Mr. Duvallon, chair- 
man of British firm, to make purchases of 
wheat for Georgia. 

Cabinet have decided to postpone evacua- 


tion of Batum pending decision on pro- 
posal for joint Allied force to hold port. 
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562 


562 


564 


565 


565 


566 


567 


567 


568 


568 


510 


511 


512 


513 


514 


515 


516 


317 


518 


519 


520 


521 


522 


NO. AND NAME 


To Mr. Warprop 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 95 
Lorp HARDINGE 
Foreign Office 


To Mr. WaARpDROP 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 100 


To Mr. WARDROP 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 102 


Mr. WaArRpDROP 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 134 
Mr. WARDROP 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 138 
Mr. WARDROP 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 144 


To Mr. Warprop 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 118 

To Mr. WARDROP 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 122 


Mr. WaArRDROP 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 149 


ADMIRAL DE ROBECK 


Constantinople 
Tel. No. 2233 


ADMIRAL DE ROBECK 


Constantinople 
No. 370 


To Mr. WARDROP 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 135 
Co. STOKES 
Foreign Office 


DATE 


Feb. 27 


Mar. 


Mar. 


Mar. 


Mar. 


Mar. 


Mar. 


Mar. 


Mar. 


Mar. 


Mar. 


Mar. 


15 


18 


2! 


2! 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Refers to No. 508: Conference have 
decided to retain Allied garrison at Batum 
for present. 


Record of conversation with M. Topchi- 
bachev, Prime Minister of Azerbaijan 
concerning military aid for Azerbaijan; 
attitude to be adopted towards Soviet 
Russia; Daghestan question, and relations 
with Young Turks. 


Refers to No. 509: Conference have de- 
cided Batum should be free port with 
hinterland zone guaranteed by League of 
Nations, the port meanwhile to be held by 
Allied garrison: Georgian Govt. to be 
warned against extravagant claims. 


Refers to No. 494: H.M. Treasury not 
prepared at present to sanction loans to 
Caucasian republics, who should contact 
financial groups in City of London. 


States announcement regarding future of 
Batum province necessary to prevent in- 
vasion by Georgia. 

Continuing advance of Soviet Russian 
forces impels Georgian Govt. to enquire 
when they may expect promised Allied aid. 


Reports Fuad Bey’s information of agree- 
ment between Mustapha Kemal and 
Soviet Govt. regarding N. Caucasus, 
Azerbaijan and Mesopotamia: Political 
Officer, Baku, urges taking over of Cas- 
pian fleet by Britain. 


Letter being sent to President of Armenian 
Delegation urging cessation of outrages 
against Moslems. 


Refers to No. 514 and states that since 
Caucasian republics contemplate peace 
with Soviet Russia, arms should go to 
Armenians for defence against Turks. 


Emphasizes serious situation of Trans- 
caucasia and urges Allied military action 
to hold Caucasus and prevent junction of 
Bolsheviks and Turks. 


Believes agreement exists between Azer- 
baijan Govt. and Turkish Nationalists, 
despite official denial: opposes issue of war 
material to Azerbaijan. 


Draws attention to growing possibility of 
Soviet advance on Batum and Baku and 
danger of junction between Soviet and 
Turkish Nationalist forces: British attitude 
should be decided promptly. 


Instructions to warn Georgian and Azer- 
baijan Govts. against advances into Batum 
Province and Zangezur respectively. 


Memorandum on situation in Trans- 
caucasia. 
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571 


572 


572 


573 


573 


573 


574 


574 


575 


576 


577 


577 


523 


524 


525 


526 


527 


528 


529 


530 


531 


532 


533 


534 


535 


NO. AND NAME 


Mr. WARDROP 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 161 


Mr. WARDROP 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 166 


Mr. WaArpROpP 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 167 
Mr. WARDROP 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 171 


Mr. WARDROP 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 178 


Mr. WARDROP 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 181 


GEN. MILNE 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. G.C. 473 


Mr. WaARDROP 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 184 


ADMIRAL DE ROBECK 
Constantinople 
No. 481 


ADMIRALTY 
London 
Tel. No. 8662 


To Mr. WARDROP 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 156 


To ADMIRAL DE 
ROBECK 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 314 


To Mr. WARDROP 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 160 


DATE 


Mar. 23 


Mar. 25 


Mar. 26 


Mar. 26 


Apr. I 


Apr. 3 


Apr. 4 


Apr. 4 


Apr. 6 


Apr. 8 


Apr. 11 


Apr. 12 


Apr. 12 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Reports request by Georgian Govt. for 
immediate Allied aid against Soviet and 
Turkish forces: asks whether and when 
help to be sent: urges immediate action. 


Political Officer, Baku, reports Admiral 
Sergiev’s wish to hand over Caspian 
Volunteer Fleet to British at Enzeli or 
Baku: Azerbaijan Govt. request imme- 
diate assurance of Allied support in face 
of Soviet menace. 


Reports Azerbaijan M.F.A. asks whether 
Allied decision to grant support against 
Soviet aggression still stands. 


Acting Political Officer, Baku, reports 
Azerbaijanis’ growing lack of confidence in 
Allies owing to absence of material aid: 
Allies alleged to have sent arms to Armenia. 
Refers to No. 517: policy will fail if Allies 
refuse to give Caucasian states assistance 
promised against unprovoked Soviet ag- 


gression: warns against territorial transfers 
to Armenia. 


Reports Volunteer Fleet, refused per- 
mission to enter Enzeli, making for Baku: 
Admiral Sergiev wishes to hand over fleet 
to Azerbaijan: has been unable to take 
responsibility of advising him to do so 
(see No. 524). 

Tel. to War Office referring to No. 524 
and stressing, in view of Soviet threat to 
Caucasus and Batum, necessity for early 
decision regarding policy to be adopted. 


Repeats tel. from Political Officer, Baku, 
reporting action taken regarding Volun- 
teer Fleet and possibility of Soviet coup in 
Azerbaijan. 


Reports interview with Georgian Repre- 
sentative in Constantinople regarding 
Transcaucasian situation, Georgian troops 
in Batum province Allied aid for Georgia, 
and Soviet menace. 


Instructions to Admiral de Robeck to take 
measures to stop any Soviet attempt to 
march by coastal road to Batum. 


Records interview with Armenian dele- 
gation regarding future of Armenia in 
which he (Lord Curzon) spoke strongly 
against Armenian atrocities and border 
warfare. 


Transmits tel. for Mr. Wardrop: refers to 
No. 527: H.M.G. in favour of Trans- 
caucasian republics making peace with 
Soviet Govt.: small amount of arms avail- 
able for distribution according to situation. 


Refers to No. 526: instructions to deny 
despatch by Allies of military supplies to 
Armenia. 
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536 


337 


539 


541 


542 


NO. AND NAME 


Mr. WaArDROP 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 195 


To EARL or DERBY 
Paris 
No. 1200 


To FRENCH 
AMBASSADOR 
London 


War OFFICE 
London 
Tel. Unnumbered 


To ITALIAN CHARGE 
D’ AFFAIRES 
London 


Mr. WARDROP 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 207 


Lorp HARDINGE 
Foreign Office 
Tel. No. 26 


Lorp HARDINGE 
Foreign Office 
Tel. No. 37 


EARL CURZON 
San Remo 
Tel. No. 23 


Mr. WARpDROP 
Batum 
Tel. Unnumbered 


ADMIRAL DE ROBECK 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 1 


DATE 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Undated 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


12 


13 


13 


16 


2! 


22 


24 


27 


27 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Reports hostilities between Azerbaijan 
and Armenia on extended front: small 
British or Allied force could keep order in 
contested areas. 


Instructions to inform French Govt. of 
H.M.G.’s decision to despatch small 
amount of military supplies to Batum for 
distribution, and to ask if they are in posi- 
tion to do the same. 

H.M.G. favours defending Batum if neces- 
sary and would welcome co-operation of 
French and Italian Govts. 


Tel. to Gen. Milne: Foreign Office con- 
sider Georgians should not be ejected from 
Batum Province by force. 


Protests against communication to Geor- 
gian Govt. by Italian Representative at 
Tiflis of Allied Conference’s decisions 
regarding Batum: premature disclosure 
prejudices Conference’s work and may 
endanger British force at Batum: requests 
despatch of Italian detachment to assist in 
occupation. 


Refers to No.534 and reports interview with 
Azerbaijan M.F.A. who expressed grave 
fears of Soviet attack: he informed him of 
despatch of military supplies to Batum. 


Tel. to Lord Curzon (San Remo) reporting 
critical situation owing to pursuit of Cos- 
sacks along road to Batum by Soviet troops 
who are being shelled by British naval 
units: discusses possible reply to tel. from 
M. Chicherin, and questions of defence of 
Batum and distribution of arms to Cau- 
casian republics. 


Tel. to Lord Curzon (San Remo) report- 
ing replies received from War Office re- 
garding officers for Caucasus: supply of 
officers, arms and flour held up by financial 
question. 


Repeats tel. to Admiral de Robeck stating 
Batum position discussed by Allied Con- 
ference, and requesting views and advice: 
instructions to withdraw British troops if in 
imminent danger: French and _ Italian 
Govts. have promised to send troops. 


Refers to No. 544: suggests immediate 
invitation to Georgians to co-operate in 
defence of Batum. 


Refers to No. 544: discusses Soviet threat 
to Caucasus and requirements for defence 
of access routes to Georgia: Gen. Milne 
advises defence of small area round Batum 
only, requiring considerable reinforce- 
ment: only alternative withdrawal: no 
immediate danger to Batum. 

Note 4. Minute by Lord Curzon regard- 
ing attitude of War Office, and conflicting 
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592 


592 


993 


994 


995 


596 


597 


597 


598 


547 


549 


550 


551 


552 


553 


554 


555 


556 


557 


NO. AND NAME 


To Mr. WaARDROP 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 183 
COMMANDER LUKE 


Batum 
Tel. No. 218 


To COMMANDER LUKE 


Tiflis 
Tel. No. 185 


COMMANDER LUKE 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 223 


CoMMANDER LUKE 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 224 


CoMMANDER LUKE 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 225 


To Sr G. BucHANAN 


Rome 
Tel. No. 184 


To ADMIRAL DE 
RosBECK 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 409 


To EArt or DERBY 


Paris 
Tel. No. 535 


To COMMANDER LUKE 


Tiflis 
Tel. No. 193 


To ApmIRAL WEBB 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 423 


DATE 


Apr. 27 


Apr. 28 


Apr. 28 


Apr. 29 


Apr. 30 


May 1 


May 6 


May 6 


May 8 


May 8 


May 10 


MAIN SUBJECT 


views of Admiral de Robeck, Gen. Milne 
and Mr. Wardrop. 


Refers to Nos. 527 and 541: there is no 
question of giving Georgia and Azerbaijan 
active military support in event of Soviet 
attack. 


Reports action taken at request of Azer- 
baijan Govt. to secure Georgian co- 
operation and Armenian guarantee of 
non-aggression, in face of Soviet penetra- 
tion of Azerbaijan territory: Caucasian Re- 
presentatives’ urgent need for speedy 
Allied aid. 

Draft agreement regarding future of 
Batum provisionally signed at San Remo 
by Representatives of Caucasian states 
repudiated by Georgians. 


Reports resignation of Azerbaijan Govt. 
on receipt of Soviet ultimatum and setting 
up of Soviet administration: no news of 
British citizens in Baku: Georgian Govt. 
reported ready to resist aggression. 


Refers to No. 550 and confirms conditional 
Soviet offer to respect Georgian frontiers: 
talks in progress: British material aid 
would encourage Georgian resistance, 
which depends on retention of Batum: 
situation in Armenia uncertain. 


Allied Mission at Baku reported safe: 
martial law in Georgia: ultimatum from 
Azerbaijan Soviet Govt. received by Arme- 
nia: reports efforts to persuade Georgians 
and Armenians to co-operate. 


Informs of Cabinet decision to hold Batum 
if possible and hopes Italian Govt. will at 
once fulfil engagement to send battalion 
there: withdrawal would be political 
disaster. 

Note 2. Similar tel. despatched to Paris. 


Refers to Nos. 546 and 553: H.M.G. have 
requested French and Italian Govts. to 
fulfil promises to despatch troops to 
Batum: gives reasons for decision. 


Instructions to ask head of Azerbaiyan 
Delegation to urge release of British naval 
party imprisoned at Baku. 


Transmits message from Col. Stokes to 
Prime Minister of Azerbaijan protesting 
against detention of Major Daly and staff 
and of British Naval Mission: requests 
their release. 


Transmits message for Commander Luke 
stating difficulties in complying with Geor- 
gian request for arms, and asking views: 
if reply favourable H.M.G. will endeavour 
to supply arms. 
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558 


559 


561 


562 


570 


NO. AND NAME 


To EARL or DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 543 


ADMIRAL WEBB 
Constantinople | 
Tel. No. 563 


EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 566 


Lorp HARDINGE 
Foreign Office 


CoMMANDER LUKE 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 247 


ComMMANDER LUKE 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 250 


To Sm A. GEDDEs 
Washington 
Tel. No. 453 


ADMIRAL DE ROBECK 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 598 


Sir G. BucHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 185 


To ApMIRAL WEBB 
Constantinople 
Tel. Unnumbered 


To Sm R. GraHaAm 
The Hague 
Tel. No. 92 


To ComMMANDER LUKE 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 201 

To ADMIRAL DE 
RoBECK 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 464 


DATE 
May 10 


May 11 


May 11 


May 11 


May 15 


May 17 


May 17 


May 17 


May 17 


May 18 


May 19 


May 19 


May 21 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Refers to No. 553 (n. 2): instructions to 
urge M. Millerand to send white battalion, 
as promised, to Batum: War Office learn 
black battalion to be sent. 


Transmits translation of message from 
Italian representative, Tiflis, summarizing 
notes exchanged between M. Chicherin 
and Georgian Govt. 


Refers to No. 558: battalion to be sent to 
Batum is Algerian, and not regarded by 
French as black: protest would be resented. 


Record of conversation with Georgian 
delegation concerning (1) arms for Geor- 
gia, (2) entry of Georgian troops into 
Batum province, (3) peace negotiations 
with Soviet Govt. 


Refers to No. 557: situation in Caucasus 
precarious, but can be saved by prompt 
supply of arms to Georgia and Armenia: 
early settlement of future of Batum pro- 
vince desirable. 


Refers to No. 562: reports serious engage- 
ment between Georgians and Soviet troops 
on frontier: resistance unlikely to be main- 
tained for more than a month without im- 
mediate Allied aid: Armenia equally in 
need of help: urges effort to save situation. 
H.M.G. hope U.S. Govt. will instruct 
American Relief Commission representa- 
tives to reconsider decision to withdraw 
from Caucasus and direct food supplies to 
Austria. 

Expresses misgivings regarding Georgian 
intentions in light of recent action and 
agreement with Soviet Govt.: hopes 
H.M.G. will approve instructions to Com- 
mander Luke to withdraw from Tiflis to 
Batum if position untenable. 


Refers to No. 553: Italian Govt. have de- 
cided to suspend despatch of battalion to 
Batum. 


Transmits instructions to Commander 
Luke to inform Armenian Govt. arms will 
be supplied if she is resolute in maintaining 
independence. 


Instructions to ask Dutch Govt. to instruct 
Consul at Baku to take any action possible 
on behalf of British citizens imprisoned 
and awaiting trial (see No. 556). 

Requests reply to No. 557 and daily reports 
on Caucasian situation. 


Refers to No. 565: instructions to inform 
Gen. Milne conflict with Georgians should 
be avoided if possible. 
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609 


610 


610 


611 


612 


612 


612 


613 


613 


571 


572 


573 


574 


575 


576 


577 


578 


NO. AND NAME 


To Sm G. BucHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 224 


Sir G. BUCHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 200 


To ADMIRAL DE 
RoOBECK 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 466 


CoMMANDER LUKE 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 278 


CoMMANDER LUKE 
Tiflis 
No. 195 


To ADMIRAL DE 
ROBECK 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 537 


CoMMANDER LUKE 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 280 


579 To EARL or DERBY 


580 


Paris 
Tel. No. 689 
To Sm G. BucHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 254 
COMMANDER LUKE 
Tiflis 
No. 205 


DATE 


May 22 


May 23 


May 24 


June 9 


June 10 


June 10 


June 11 


June 11 


June 13 


June 14 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Refers to No. 566: instructions to express 
H.M.G.’s_ disappointment at Italian 
Govt.’s failure to send troops promised to 
Batum, to press for their despatch, and to 
enquire in view of preferential treatment 
of Italians at Baku whether Italian Govt.’s 
policy has changed. 


Refers to No. 571 and reports interview 
with Italian M.F.A. who stated Italian 
Govt. had laid down condition troops not 
to be used to defend Batum against Soviet 
attack: Italian policy in Caucasus un- 
changed. 


Instructions to Gen. Milne to withdraw 
British garrison at Batum if necessary hold 
good, but H.M.G. unwilling to precipitate 
withdrawal. 


Transmits summary of Georgian treaty of 
May 7 with Soviet Govt.: is asking for 
explanation of clauses relating to Batum: 
suggests publication of accounts of Soviet 
massacre of Tartars: urges support for 
Tartar resistance movement. 


Transmits paraphrase of tel. reporting 
interview with Dr. Alshibaya, Georgian 
Representative in Baku, who accepted 
charge of British interests in Azerbaijan, 
gave news of British prisoners at Baku, and 
was asked to convey letter to Azerbaijan 
Commissar for Foreign Affairs demanding 
release of British prisoners, 


Acknowledges receipt of memorandum 
announcing despatch by French Govt. of 
arms for Armenia: supports French pro- 
posal to send portion of Bulgarian military 
supplies to Caucasus: announces imminent 
despatch by H.M.G. of arms for Armenia 
and Georgia. 


Cabinet have decided to send Col. Stokes 
to Batum to negotiate handing over, under 
certain conditions, of port and province of 
Batum to Georgian Govt.: Allied troops to 
be withdrawn on conclusion of agreement. 


Has received no instructions regarding 
handing over of Batum province: abandon- 
ment will have deplorable effects on 
British interests and fate of Georgia and 
Armenia. 

Instructions to inform  French/Italian 
Govts. of H.M.G.’s decision to hand over 
Batum to Georgia and withdraw garrison: 
steps being taken to supply arms to Geor- 
gia and Armenia. 


Refers to No. 578: transmits copy of 
memorandum by Mr. Stevens, H.M. Con- 
sul at Batum, on probable effect of Allied 
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616 


618 


619 


620 


620 


581 


591 


NO. AND NAME 


CoMMANDER LUKE 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 285 
To CommMaANnDrER LUKE 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 227 
CoMMANDER LUKE 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 293 


EARL oF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 755 


Crvr__ CoMMISSIONER 
Baghdad 
Tel. No. P5074 


To ComMANDER LUKE 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 231 
ComMMANDER LUKE 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 300 


To ADMIRAL DE 
RosBEcK 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 602 


CoMMANDER LUKE 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 305 


ADMIRAL DE ROBECK 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 780 


EARL CuRZON 
Brussels 
Tel. No. 7 


- XII. 


DATE 


June 16 


June 17 


June 22 


June 25 


June 25 


June 27 


June 28 


July 1 


July 1 


July 4 


July 4 


MAIN SUBJECT 


withdrawal from Batum: Allied force only 
means of keeping order in province. 


Refers to No. 574: reports Daghestan 
delegation’s request for aid in anti-Soviet 
struggle: asks for instructions. 


Refers to No. 578: Col. Stokes has left for 
Batum to arrange transfer to Georgian 
Govt. 


Reports possibility H.M. Mission may 
have to withdraw from Tiflis after evacua- 
tion from Batum: Soviet propaganda in- 
creasing: withdrawal if necessary should 
not be precipitate and should be co- 
ordinated with French. 


Refers to No. 579 and reports concurrence 
of French Govt. with plan for handing over 
Batum. 


Tel. to Secretary of State for India report- 
ing arrival in Baghdad of Netherland 
Consul, Baku, who described conditions 
there and stated lives of British and French 
prisoners in danger. 


Refers to No. 581: H.M.G. regret inability 
to assist Daghestanis. 


Transmits message from Col. Stokes re- 
porting conclusion of two agreements with 
Georgian Govt. regarding Batum, provid- 
ing for (1) free transit to Armenia and 
Azerbaijan, (2) concession for building new 
railway: urges (1) communication stating 
H.M.G.’s continued interest in Georgia 
and Armenia, (2) promise to Georgian 
Govt. of arms and ammunition, (3) imme- 
diate de jure recognition of Georgia and 
Armenia. 


Transmits instructions for Col. Stokes re- 
garding railway agreements with Georgian 
and Armenian Govts. 


Refers to No. 575: reports Dr. Alshibaya’s 
information of unsatisfactory conditions 
of British prisoners at Baku and his efforts 
to assist them. 


Reports interview with M. Khatissian who 
requested cartridges for Armenian army 
and suggested Armenian advance towards 
Alashghird, if H.M.G. concur. 


Refers to No. 587: Col. Stokes’ agreement 
approved: instructions to make announce- 
ments to Armenian and Georgian Govts. 
in sense of first two proposals: recognition 
question to be discussed at Spa: asks how 
far Armenian independence already com- 
promised. 
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628 


629 


630 


592 


593 


596 


597 


598 


601 


NO. AND NAME 


COMMANDER LUKE 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 311 
Lorp HARDINGE 
Foreign Office 
Tel. No. 18 


To Sm A. GeEppEs 
Washington 
Tel. No. 578 


EARL CuRZON 
Spa 
Tel. No. 30 


COMMANDER LUKE 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 321 

To COMMANDER LUKE 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 246 


To Sm A. GEppDEs 
Washington 
Tel. No. 655 


COMMANDER LUKE 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 355 


Sir A. GEDDES 
Washington 
Tel. No. 593 


To Cor. STOKES 
London 


Cot. STOKES 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 423 
ADMIRAL DE ROBECK 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 1071 


To ADMIRAL DE 
ROoBECK 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 930 


Cot. STOKES 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 430 


DATE 


July 5 


July 6 


July 7 


July 9 


July 11 


July 12 


Aug. 5 


Aug. II 


Aug. 14 


Sept. 13 


Oct. 1 


Oct. 2 


Oct. 6 


Oct. 8 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Reports Dr. Alshibaya believes Soviet in- 
tention is to attack Georgia within two or 
three months. 


Tel. to Lord Curzon (Spa) referring to No. 
591: Erivan republic’s independence does 
not appear to be compromised by Turkish 
or Soviet threat. 


Imminent evacuation of Batum due solely 
to force of events at Constantinople: situa- 
tion might be secured by despatch of U.S. 
ships and marines. 


Transmits message for M. Chicherin, re- 
ferring to No. 589 and giving details of 
inhuman treatment of British prisoners at 
Baku. 


Transmits message from Col. Stokes report- 
ing handing over of Batum to Georgian 
Govt.: situation quiet. 


Instructions to inform Mr. Gambashidze 
H.M.G. cannot help Georgia or her Trade 
Mission while British goods held up or ex- 
ported for Georgian Govt.’s own account. 


Instructions to ascertain President Wilson’s 
decision as to Armenian boundaries: mat- 
ter urgent because of imminent signature 
of Turkish Treaty, execution of which 
partly depends on decision. 


Reports Armenian Govt.’s agreement with 
Soviet Govt. and consequent advance of 
Soviet troops: in answer to his protest at 
this reversal of policy they pleaded in- 
ability to resist further and asserted loyalty 
to Entente. 


Refers to No. 598: State Department say 
collection of data still proceeding, and 
under terms of Treaty, President’s de- 
cision to be made only after notification of 
signed agreement of parties concerned. 


Notifies of his appointment to succeed Mr. 
Wardrop as British Commissioner in 
Transcaucasia and indicates broad lines of 
policy to which he 1s to conform. 


Reports Armenian Govt. urgently request 
intervention against Turkish invasion. 


Mr. Khatissian suggests Greek force 
should occupy Trebizond: believes its 
occupation by Allies most effective means 
of helping Armenia. 


Refers to No. 603: Allied occupation of 
Trebizond impracticable and Greek occu- 
pation undesirable: Black Sea patrol, how- 
ever, under consideration. 


Armenian representative at Tiflis reports 
Soviet attack on Armenia imminentas part 
of suspected Turco-Bolshevik agreement: 
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632 


632 


633 


633 


633 


634 


635 


635 


636 


636 


637 


610 


611 


612 


613 


614 


615 


616 


617 


NO. AND NAME 


Cot. STOKES 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 435 


ADMIRAL DE ROBECK 


Constantinople 
Tel. No. 1118 


To Cot. STOKES 
Tiflis 
No. 66 


To Cot. STOKES 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 323 
Cot. STOKES 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 456 


To Cot. STOKEs 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 332 


To Cou. STOKES 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 335 


Co. STOKES 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 477 


Cot. STOKES 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 455 [sic] 


ADMIRALTY 
London 
No. M.o03180 


Cot. STOKES 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 486 
To SECRETARY OF 


ADMIRALTY 
London 


DATE 


Oct. 


Oct. 


Oct. 


Oct. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 10 


21 


22 


29 


9 


MAIN SUBJECT 


urges financial support of projected anti- 
Bolshevik revolt in N. Caucasus. 

Note 5. Minute by Lord Curzon strongly 
opposes support for projected rising. 
Refers to No. 605: transmits tel. from H.M. 
Representative at Erivan reporting Armen- 
ian refusal of Soviet demands, and Soviet 
decision to reinforce Armenian front: be- 
lieves Armenia can withstand pressure and 
that moment has arrived to in revolt 
in Daghestan: is proceeding to Erivan. 
Reports arrival of Mr. Gracey from Erivan 
who confirms urgent necessity for regular 
supply of fuel to enable Armenia to resist 
Turkish and Soviet attacks. 

Records interview with Georgian M.F.A. 
concerning de jure recognition of Georgia 
and Georgia’s relations with Soviet Russia 
and Armenia. 

Refers to Nos. 605 and 606: H.M.G. not 
prepared to finance N. Caucasian revolt. 


H.M. Acting Representative at Erivan 
reports situation serious: Armenian Govt. 
urgently request material assistance, Allied 
attack on Trebizond, and H.M.G.’s media- 
tion between Turkey and Armenia. 
Informs of Inter-Allied Military Com- 
mission’s decision to support Armenia 
with military supplies only: attack on 
Trebizond impossible. 

Refers to Nos. 611 and 610: arms being 
despatched by French Govt. for Georgia 
and Armenia: H.M.G. not in communica- 
tion with Turkish Nationalists, therefore 
unable to mediate as requested. 


H.M. Representative at Erivan reports 
Armenians likely to ask for Soviet help 
against Turks: Armenian Govt. appeal 
urgently for assistance and state they have 
delayed uniting with Soviets in expecta- 
tion of Allied support. 

Reports failure of Armenia and Georgia 
to negotiate Military Alliance: asks in- 
structions whether to exert pressure on 


Georgian Govt. 


Transmits copy of tel. from C.-in-C., 
Mediterranean, enquiring whether aid 
should be given to Georgia: Admiralty 
consider aid should be limited to assistance 
by ships and, possibly, seaplanes. 

Reports ending of hostilities between Turks 
and Armenians. 


Refers to No. 615: concurs in Admiralty’s 

views on action to be taken in event of 

Turkish Nationalist attack on Batum. 
Note 2. Letter from Sir M. Hankey to 
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642 


642 


643 


643 


643 


644 


645 


646 


646 


646 


618 


619 


620 


621 


623 


625 


626 


627 


629 


631 


NO. AND NAME 


To Cor. STOKES 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 356 
M. CHICHERIN 
Moscow 


Tel. No. 8867 


To Cox. SToKes 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 360 
Sm H. Rumsoitp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 1219 


Cox. STOKES 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 510 


To Cor. STOKES 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 361 
To Mr. Legs. 
Reval 
Tel. No. 307 
Cot. STOKES 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 517 


To Mr. LeEs_re 
Reval 
Tel. No. 308 


Sir H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 1240 


To Cot. STOKEs 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 368 
To Cot. SToKEs 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 371 


M. CHICHERIN 
Moscow 
Tel. No. 9578 


To Cou. SToKEs 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 376 


DATE 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


13 


18 


18 


19 


21 


24 


24 


25 


26 


26 


28 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Admiralty requesting no action should be 
taken without authority of Cabinet or 
Prime Minister. 


Requests opinion whether Georgia intends 
to resist attack, and whether arms intended 
for Armenia should be supplied to Georgia. 


Warns H.M.G. of consequences of fulfil- 
ling alleged intention to reoccupy Batum. 


Refers to No. 614: Georgian military 
alliance with defeated Armenia would be 
of no political value. 


Refers to No. 618: considers arms should 
not be supplied to Georgia. 


Reports M. Khatissian delegated by 
Armenian Govt. to negotiate peace with 
Kemalist Turks: he asks whether H.M.G. 
approve and will be party to negotiations 
and signatory of Treaty: Armenian Govt. 
prefer peace with Turks to peace with 
Soviet Govt. 


Refers to Nos. 613 and 611: only support 
promised Armenian Govt. was supply of 
military material. 


Transmits message for M. Chicherin: no 
foundation for rumour of intended British 
re-occupation of Batum. 

Transmits request from British civilians 
with business interests in Azerbaijan that 
H.M.G. (1) refrain from entering into 
trading relations with Soviet Russia or 
Azerbaijan, (2) retain any money due to 
latter. 

Message for M. Chicherin requesting 
assurance that Soviet Govt. have no inten- 
tion of occupying Batum themselves (see 
No. 624). 


Refers to No. 621: reports information 
Georgia unlikely to resist serious attack, 
but Soviet coup not expected until Turks 
make movement. 


Authorization to withdraw from Tiflis if 
necessary in event of threatened Russian 
or Turkish occupation of Batum. 


Refers to Nos. 624 and 626: asks for his 
views concerning Soviet threat to Georgia 
and for information about situation in 
Batum. 

Refers to No. 626: Soviet Govt. adhere to 
treaty recognizing Georgian independence 
and have no intention of occupying Batum. 
Refers to No. 622: H.M.G. cannot be party 
to treaty between Armenia and National- 
ist Turks, but realize alternative of treaty 
with Soviet Govt. worse. 


Ixvili 


PAGE 


647 


647 


648 


648 


648 


649 


650 


650 


650 


651 


651 


652 


652 


653 


632 


633 


635 


637 


639 


641 


642 


NO. AND NAME 
To Cot. STOKES 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 379 


Tel. No. 538 — 


Cot. STOKES 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 541 


To Mr. BALFourR 
Geneva 


Cot. STOKES 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 545 
Mr. BALFOuUR 
Geneva 
Tel. No. 50 


To Sir H. RumsBo.tp 


Constantinople 
Tel. No. 1149 


Cot. STOKES 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 551 
To Mr. BALFouR 


Geneva 
Tel. No. 35 


Mr. Kerr 
London 


To Cor. STOKES 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 399 


To M. Hymans 
Geneva 
Tel. No. 46 


Cor. STOKES 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 572 


DATE 


Nov. jo 


Dec. 


Dec. 


Dec. 


Dec. 


Dec. 


Dec. 


Dec. 


Dec. 


10 


17 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Special Armenian Committee of League 
of Nations ask whether Armenia could 
defend frontiers if furnished with supplies 
and advisers. 


Refers to Nos. 629, 619, 624 and 626: gives 
possible reasons for Soviet allegations of 
British intention to re-occupy Batum: 
does not consider invasion of Georgia 
imminent: situation at Batum quiet. 


Reports Soviet coup in Armenia. 


Transmits message from Mr. Lloyd George 
to M. Hymans: H.M.G. unable to medi- 
ate independently between Armenia and 
Nationalist Turks, but willing to give U.S. 
President all moral and diplomatic sup- 
port in his effort to mediate. 


Refers to No. 632: no possibility remains 
of helping Armenia in manner suggested. 


Transmits message for Sir M. Hankey 
stating arguments for admitting Georgia 
to League of Nations put forward in ad- 
missions sub-commission: asks whether 
H.M.G.’s views unchanged. 


Council of League of Nations ask how 
communications for Kemalists can be for- 
warded, and request information and 
observations to assist President Wilson’s 
mediation effort. 


Submits observations on Georgian situa- 
tion and urges prompt consideration of 
policy to be followed. 


Refers to No. 637: Foreign Office view 
unchanged. 


Record of conversation between Mr. 
Lloyd George and Georgian M.F.A. 
regarding situation in Georgia. 


Refers to No. 639: H.M.G. sympathize 
with Georgia’s attempt to maintain in- 
dependence, but cannot say what practical 
form sympathy will take. 


(See No. 638): transmits message from 
Prime Minister: best course is for President 
Wilson to telegraph instruction to U.S. 
High Commissioner at Constantinople: 
Armenia reported to have concluded peace 
with Turkish Nationalists and to be under 
Soviet control. 


Requests discretion to evacuate persons 
who have worked in British interest in 
event of withdrawal of Mission from 
Georgia. 
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651 


652 


653 


655 


657 


NO. AND NAME 
To Cot. STOKES 


Tiflis 


Tel. No. 408 
To FRENCH CHARGE 


D’ AFFAIRES 
London 


To Mr. CAMPBELL 
Foreign Office 


Cot. STOKES 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 12 
Cou. STOKES 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 19 


Co.. STOKES 
Tiflis 


Tel. No. 21. 


Sir H. RumsBo.p 
Constantinople 


Tel. No. 52 


To Cot. STOKEs 


Tiflis 

Tel. No. 24 
Co. STOKES 

Tiflis 

Tel. No. 50 


Cou. STOKES 
Batum 
Tel. No. 53 


Cot. STOKES 
Batum 
Tel. No. 62 


Cot. STOKES 
Batum 
Tel. No. 63 


To Cot. STOKEs 


Batum 
Tel. No. 34 


DATE 


Dec. 24 


Dec. 29 


192! 


Jan. 


Jan. 


Jan. 


Jan. 


Jan. 


Feb. 


Feb. 


Feb. 


Feb. 


Feb. 


Feb. 


3 


20 


20 


20 


23 


23 


25 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Refers to No. 644: discretion granted, but 
numbers should be kept to minimum. 


H.M.G. have decided, in view of situa- 
tion, not to give military supplies to Geor- 
gian Govt., but are willing to facilitate 
purchase. 


Note from Mr. Kerr: refers to No. 641 and 
reports Georgian Representative’s request 
for assistance: has referred him to Foreign 
Office. 

Note 2. Minute by Lord Curzon con- 
siders it too late to assist Georgia (see No. 
642). 

Reports anti-Soviet attitude of Georgia: 
considers alliance with Nationalist Turks 
more likely than with Soviet Govt. 


Reports Georgian Govt.’s decision to re- 
ject Soviet ultimatum and mobilize forces: 
urgently request British assistance: con- 
siders immediate Soviet attack unlikely, 
but urges support in shape of munitions 
and oil. 


Refers to No. 649: states military require- 
ments of Georgian Govt.: is convinced in- 
dependence will be fought for and urges 
assistance. 


Refers to No. 649: oil could be supplied to 
Georgia from Constantinople. 


Instructions to inform Georgian Govt. 
H.M.G. grant them de jure recognition. 


Gives appreciation of situation created by 
Soviet attack on Georgians in neutral 
zone: believes Soviet 11th Army certain 
to attack Georgia: urges agreement with 
Nationalist Turks and immediate provision 
of military supplies for Georgia. 


Reports evacuation of British Mission 
from Tiflis to Batum and course of fighting 
between Georgian and Soviet forces. 


Reports protest to H.M.G. and London 
Conference by Georgian Govt., who have 
been forced to accept Turkish ultimatum 
to evacuate Ardahan and Artvin: discusses 
motives for Turkish action. 


Transmits summary of reports on Geor- 
gian situation: French giving assistance 
but military supplies urgently required to 
equip volunteers. 


Refers to No. 653: H.M.G. not prepared 
to renew attempt to persuade Caucasian 
states to co-operate: sympathizes with 
Georgian people, but they must depend on 
own resources. 
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666 


667 
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661 


662 


NO. AND NAME 


Cor. STOKES 
Batum 
Tel. No. 66 


To Cot. STOKEs 
Batum 
No. 22 


Cot. STOKES 
Batum 
Tel. Unnumbered 


Co. STOKES 
at sea 
Tel. No. 92 


Cot. STOKES 
London 


DATE 


Feb. 25 


Mar. 17 


Mar. 17 


Mar. 19 


Apr. 20 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Reports Soviet occupation of Tiflis but 
Georgia’s situation not hopeless: expects 
Turkish attack on Batum: requests des- 
patch of steamer to evacuate over 100 
people should need arise. 


Records interview with new Georgian 
Representative in London, &c., regarding 
Georgian situation: British policy ex- 
plained: advice given to negotiate with 
Turkish M.F.A. 

Reports negotiations between Georgian 
and Soviet Govts.: Soviet forces to occupy 
Batum: Georgian Govt., Allied Missions 
and Turkish forces to withdraw. 


Reports fighting in Batum between Turks 
and Georgian Bolsheviks: truce arranged 
pending reference to Moscow and Angora. 


Report on events leading up to withdrawal 
of British Mission from Georgia. 


CHAPTER V 


Russia 


February 28, 1920—March 19, 1921 


NO. AND NAME 


Introductory Note 


663 


664 


667 


To EARL GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 38 


Mr. Hupson 
Athens 
Tel. No. 53 


Mr. GRANT WATSON 
Copenhagen 
Tel. No. 252 


To Mr. GRANT 
WATSON 
Copenhagen 
Tel. No. 176 

To Mr. GRANT 
WATSON 
Copenhagen 
Tel. No. 186 


FOREIGN OFFICE 


DATE 


Feb. 28 


Mar. 3 


Mar. 9 


Mar. 13 


Mar. 20 


MAIN SUBJECT 


List of documents mentioned in this chap- 
ter to be found in other printed sources. 


Instructions to urge Greek Govt. to per- 
mit establishment at Salonica of camp for 
refugees from S. Russia. 


Refers to No. 663: reports interview with 
Greek M.F.A. who maintained objections 
to reception of Russian refugees at Salonica, 
but promised to investigate other possible 
sites. 


Reports M. Litvinov’s statement that Col. 
Mikhaieff and other imprisoned officers 
cannot be released, owing to changes 
caused by Archangel revolution. 


Refers to No. 665: instructions that Mr. 
Gall should insist that Soviet Govt. abide 
by terms of O’Grady agreement for re- 
lease of prisoners. 


Discusses question of M. Litvinov’s resi- 
dence during execution of prisoners’ 
agreement and commercial negotiations: 
H.M.G. cannot let him come to England, 
but hope Danish Govt. will permit him 
to remain in Copenhagen and maintain 
contact with Co-operative Delegation. 


Memorandum discussing points raised by 
U.S. Govt.’s note on decision of Supreme 
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679 


683 


683 


684 


684 


686 


670 


671 


672 


673 


674 


675 


676 


677 


NO. AND NAME DATE 


To FRENCH AMBASSADOR Mar. 


London 


ADMIRAL DE ROBECK Mar. 


Constantinople 
Tel. No. 278 


EARL GRANVILLE Mar. 


Athens 
Tel. No. 75 


Mr. LAMPSON Mar. 


Peking 
Tel. Unnumbered 


To ADMIRAL DE Mar. 


RoBECK 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 273 


To FRENCH AMBASSADOR Mar. 


London 


ADMIRAL DE ROBECK Apr. 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 321 


Lorp STAMFORDHAM Apr. 
Windsor Castle 


Mr. BARCLAY Apr. 
Stockholm 
Tel. No. 1o1 


20 


25 


26 


31 


31 


31 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Council to resume trade with Soviet 
Russia: H.M.G. have no intention of 
entering into diplomatic relations with 
Russia but are prepared to lift ban on pri- 
vate trade: cannot inaugurate new policy 
by Mar. 20, before discussion with Russian 
Co-operative Delegation: request informa- 
tion from U.S. Govt. regarding measures 
to prevent dispersion abroad of securities 
illegally acquired by Soviet Russia. 


Informs of instructions to British C.-in-C., 
Mediterranean, to ensure safe withdrawal 
of British Mission with Gen. Denikin’s 
army: question of employment of British 
fleet for other purposes under considera- 
tion. 


In view of impending evacuation of large 
numbers of wounded and refugees from 
S. Russia urges pressure on Greek Govt. 
to assist and to state how many can be 
received in Greece. 


Refers to No. 670: reports difficulties of 
Greek Govt. regarding Russian refugees, 
and their efforts to find accommodation. 


Reports documents and relics of Russian 
Imperial family entrusted to him by Gen. 
Dietrichs have been returned: Russian 
Minister asks if British visa would be 
granted to M. Sokolov to bring relics to 
Europe. 


Instructions to Gen. Keyes to inform Gen. 
Denikin of H.M.G.’s_ conviction that 
interests of Russia require him to abandon 
struggle against Soviet forces: H.M.G. 
prepared to mediate with Soviet authorities 
on behalf of his followers: no further assis- 
tance can be given if he refuses. 


Informs M. Cambon that British fleet is 
instructed not to undertake offensive 
operations against Soviet Govt. (see No. 
669) 


Refers to No. 673: reports Gen. Denikin 
relinquishing command, probably to be 
succeeded by Gen. Wrangel: expects Soviet 
advance into Caucasus: advocates general 
settlement with Soviet Govt.: requests 
urgent despatch of first-class diplomat to 
conduct negotiations. 


Letter to Mr. Campbell stating H.M. the 
King’s concern for relief of Soviet ice- 
breaker Solove: Budimirovitch and his sugges- 
tion of conditions on which relief might be 
sent. 


Reports Swedish M.F.A.’s impressions of 
his conversations with M. Krassin: believes 
relations between MM. Krassin and Lit- 
vinov strained and that M. Krassin will 
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691 


692 


692 


693 


694 


681 


NO. AND NAME 


To Mr. PorRTER 
Reval 
Tel. No. 103 


GEN. KEYES 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 73 


EARL GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 80 


To Mr. PortTer 
Reval 
Tel. No. 112 


To ADMIRAL DE 
ROBECK 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 328 


Mr. Grant WATSON 
Copenhagen 
Tel. No. 421 


To Mr. PorTER 
Reval 
Tel. No. 119 
ADMIRAL DE ROBECK 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 406 


Mr. GREGORY 
Foreign Office 


Mr. WIsE 
San Remo 


DATE 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


4 


II 


13 


15 


20 


MAIN SUBJECT 


go to London without M. Litvinov if 
H.M.G. persist in refusal to admit latter. 


Transmits message for M. Chicherin re- 
garding help for icebreaker Soloves Buai- 
mirovitch: H.M.G. believe Soviet vessels at 
Murmansk could give speedier assistance 
than British vessel. States H.M.G. no 
longer engaged in hostilities against Soviet 
Govt.: hopes therefore for early release of 
British prisoners. 

Refers to No. 673: reports Gen. Wrangel’s 
acceptance of Gen. Denikin’s succession 
on condition of being allowed to open 
peace negotiations: outlines terms he be- 
lieves necessary. 

Refers to No. 671: requests instructions 
may be sent to H.M. High Commissioner 
at Constantinople not to send Russian 
refugees to Greek ports without prior con- 
sent of Greek Govt. 


Transmits message for M. Chicherin: in- 
forms him of Gen. Wrangel’s decision to ask 
for British mediation and asks him to order 
cease fire and grant general amnesty: re- 
fusal would entail failure of Anglo-Soviet 
commercial negotiations about to begin in 
London. 

Note 3. Reply of Apr. 14 suggesting 
Negotiations in London between M. 
Litvinov and H.M.G. 


Refers to No. 675: informs of overtures to 
Soviet Govt. regarding S. Russia: Gen. 
Keyes should return to England at once: 
does not consider presence of diplomatic 
representative necessary. 

Reports Russian trade delegates refuse to 
negotiate with British business representa- 
tives, stating further business must be con- 
ducted in London. 


Transmits message for M. Chicherin 
urging prompt and favourable reply to 
No. 681. 


Repeats tel. of Apr. 10 reporting Gen. 
Wrangel’s readiness to take command of 
Volunteer Army if H.M.G. will mediate 
with Soviet Govt., permit him to hold 
Crimea until peace assured, and continue 
military and food supplies for further 
period. 

Letter to Office of High Commissioner for 
Canada replying to letter regarding possi- 
bility of Canadian trade with Soviet 
Russia: informs of forthcoming negotia- 
tions and states that, pending result, 
H.M.G.’s policy unchanged, though block- 
ade partially lifted. 


Memorandum on negotiations for reopen- 
ing trade with Soviet Russia: discusses 
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699 
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700 


701 


702 


702 


691 


692 


693 


694 


695 


696 


NO. AND NAME 


EARL CurZON 
San Remo 
Tel. No. 24 


EARL CURZON 
San Remo 
Tel. No. 25 


ADMIRAL DE ROBECK 


Constantinople 
Tel. Unnumbered 


To Mr. LESLIE 
Reval 
Tel. No. 126 


Mr. LESLIE 
Reval 
Tel. No. 88 


To Mr. LEs.iz 
Reval 
Tel. No. 130 


M. CHICHERIN 
Petrograd 
Tel. Unnumbered 


ADMIRAL WEBB 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 559 


ADMIRAL WEBB 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 573 


To ADMIRAL WEBB 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 432 


DATE 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


24 


24 


27 


27 


29 


May 3 


May 5 


May 9 


May 11 


May 13 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Soviet trade policy, economic and political 
situation in Russia, questions raised by 
Soviet Delegation and alternative policies 
facing Allied Govts. 


Transmits copy of tel. to Admiral de 
Robeck: refers to No. 685 and informs of 
discouraging replies from M. Chicherin 
regarding amnesty for Volunteer Army: 
H.M.G. cannot grant Gen. Wrangel’s 
request: Military Mission should be with- 
drawn: if H.M.G.’s mediation unsuccess- 
ful Gen. Wrangel should make own terms. 


Transmits copy of tel. for M. Chicherin 
referring to Nos. 681 and 684, protesting 
against Soviet advance on Batum, refusing 
to accept conditions for S. Russian amnesty 
(see No. 681) n. 3, and emphasizing bad 
effect of Soviet Govt.’s attitude on British 
opinion. 

Refers to No. 688: strongly urges continu- 
ance of efforts to arrange terms between 
Gen. Wrangel and Soviet Govt. 


Transmits message for M. Chicherin re- 
porting despatch of vessel to aid the Solovei 
Budimirovitch (see Nos. 676 and 678). 


Transmits message from M. Chicherin, 
regretting H.M.G.’s refusal of Soviet con- 
ditions, but agreeing to enter negotiations 
for surrender of Volunteer Army: suggests 
further negotiations concerning northern 
White Guards should take place direct 
with M. Litvinov. 


Transmits message for M. Chicherin re- 
ferring to Nos. 692 and 681 and insisting 
that negotiations must be for general am- 
nesty, not unconditional surrender, and 
must be preceded by cessation of hostilities 
in Crimea and Caucasus. 


Refers to No. 693 and expresses readiness 
to negotiate suspension of hostilities in 
Crimea with view to general amnesty: 
states hostilities have ceased in Caucasus: 
Soviet Govt. willing to discuss British 
interests in Caucasus. 


Transmits request from Gen. Wrangel that 
Polish Govt. be induced to re-equip Gen. 
Bredow’s interned army to assist in 
Ukrainian anti-Soviet movement. 


Transmits translation of Note of May 2 
from Gen. Wrangel: refers to Nos. 673, 
675, 679, 684 and 685, and protests 
against H.M.G.’s decision to abandon 
mediation: proposes to send delegates to 
London. 


Refers to No. 695: H.M.G. cannot inter- 
vene to obtain assistance of Gen. Bredow’s 
army for Gen. Wrangel. 
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705 


706 


707 


708 


709 


NO. AND NAME 


To Mr. GRANT 
WATSON 
Copenhagen 
Tel. No. 316 


To ADMIRAL DE 
RoBECK 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 445 


To Mr. LEsiiE 
Reval 
Tel. No. 147 


ADMIRAL DE ROBECK 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 599 


To ADMIRAL DE 
ROBECK 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 449 


To Mr. GRANT 
WATSON 
Copenhagen 
Tel. No. 320 

To Mr. GRANT 
WATSON 
Copenhagen 
Tel. No. 323 

ADMIRAL DE ROBECK 


Constantinople 
Tel. No. 613 


Mr. GRANT WATSON 
Copenhagen 
Tel. No. 551 
Mr. LEsLiz 
Reval 
Tel. No. 106 


EARL Curzon 
Foreign Office 


EARL Curzon 
Foreign Office 


DATE 


May 14 


May 17 


May 17 


May 17 


May 18 


May 18 


May 20 


May 20 


May 22 


May 22 


May 27 


May 28 


MAIN SUBJECT PAGE 


Instructions that M. Krassin should be 718 
urged to come to England as soon as pos- 
sible: demonstration of Russian good faith 

and removal of mutual suspicions essential 

to success of commercial negotiations: 
direct communication necessary. 


Refers to Nos. 696, 694 and No. 700 below: 
instructions to inform Gen. Wrangel of 
Soviet willingness to negotiate: since 
negotiations will be in S. Russia he need 
not send delegates to London: H.M.G. 
sending political officer to assist Gen. 
Wrangel. 


Transmits message for M. Chicherin re- 
ferring to No. 694: H.M.G. anxious to 
arrange immediate negotiations: Gen. 
Wrangel and British military and political 
representatives will participate. 

Reports M. Struve about to leave for Paris: 
suggests H.M.G. should invite him to 
London to state Gen. Wrangel’s case for 
increased support. 


Refers to No. 699: Gen. Wrangel’s dele- 721 
gates should not be given facilities to go to 
London. 


719 


720 


720 


Refers to No. 698: instructions to inform 721 
M. Krassin Prime Minister will be glad to 

see him: H.M.G. do not object to M. 
Litvinov remaining in Denmark. 


British subjects may make commercial 721 
agreements with Russian Delegation, but 
exports from Britain to Russia still pro- 
hibited. 


Refers to Nos. 701 and 699: gives reasons 
for wishing H.M.G. to invite M. Struve to 
London: suspects negotiations between 
French Govt. and Gen. Wrangel. 


Gives details of commercial agreement 
between Danish and British interests and 
Russian Delegation to Copenhagen. 


Transmits message from M. Chicherin 
referring to No. 700 and stating Soviet 
Govt. will consider favourably amnesty 
proposals. 


Note regarding negotiations with M. 
Krassin: opportunity should be taken to 
solve questions (a) of British prisoners in 
Russia, and (6) of Soviet propaganda or 
aggression in Afghanistan, Persia, Cau- 
casus and the Crimea. 


Letter to Mr. Lloyd George recording 
interview with M. Cambon who stated 
French objections to negotiations with 
Russian Delegation, and Lord Curzon’s 
reply. 

Note 5. Official reply from French Govt. 
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714 


715 


716 


717 


718 


719 


NO. AND NAME 


To ADMIRAL DE 
ROBECK 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 488 


To ADMIRAL DE 
RoBECK 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 489 


Sir G. GRAHAME 
Paris 
Tel. No. 651 


ADMIRAL DE ROBECK 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 650 


Srr G. GRAHAME 
Paris 
Tel. No. 660 


To EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 
Tel. No. 640 


ADMIRAL DE ROBECK 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 657 


ADMIRAL DE ROBECK 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 662 


ADMIRAL DE ROBECK 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 663 


Lorp KILMARNOCK 
Berlin 
Tel. No. 333 


DATE 


June 1 


June 1 


June 2 


June 3 


June 3 


June 3 


June 5 


June 6 


June 7 


June 10 


MAIN SUBJECT 
declining to take part in negotiations, re- 
ceived May 30. 


Instructions to inform Gen. Wrangel that 
offensive against Soviet forces would entail 
failure of H.M.G.’s negotiations with 
Soviet Govt. and cessation of aid to 
Volunteer Army. 


Instruction to continue to detain at Con- 
stantinople Russian ships with military 
stores for the Crimea. 


Reports strong feeling in France against 
British commercial negotiations with Soviet 
Delegation: charge raised that negotia- 
tions began before receipt of French refusal 
to participate. 


Refers to No. 710: Gen. Wrangel expect- 
ing Soviet attack: British fleet ordered to 
assist defensive action only: urges H.M.G. 
to inform Soviet Govt. that Soviet offensive 
will entitle British to liberty of action: 
Gen. Wrangel will receive no further moral 
or material support if he assumes offensive. 


Refers to No. 712: reports French public 
opinion calmed by London announcement 
Russian gold not to be accepted in pay- 
ment for Allied merchandise. 


Refers to No. 712: denies that conversation 
with M. Krassin began before receipt of 
M. Cambon’s Note containing French 
Govt.’s refusal to participate. 


Refers to No. 710, contents of which have 
been communicated to Gen. Wrangel, 
who replies Army in good condition but 
critical food situation necessitates offen- 
sive: Gen. Wrangel’s army now important 
factor in situation. 


Refers to No. 716: transmits a summary of 
Gen. Wrangel’s reply which asks H.M.G. 
to choose place for negotiations with Soviet 
Govt., explain offensive necessary to secure 
food supply, emphasizes need for guaran- 
tees from Soviet Govt. and asks for con- 
tinued British assistance. 


Refers to Nos. 717 and 675: reports Gen. 
Wrangel’s_ offensive starting, probable 
success of which would render Bolsheviks 
ready to negotiate: regrets H.M.G.’s policy 
to withhold support: considers general 
settlement necessary: personal view will 
not prevent carrying out of H.M.G.’s 
policy. 

Reports view of Herr Dernburg that Ger- 
many might act as ‘honest broker’ in 
Anglo-Soviet business relations: requests 
instructions whether to see him. 
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732 


732 


721 


727 


729 


730 


NO. AND NAME 


To Fre_p-MARSHAL 
VISCOUNT ALLENBY 
Cairo 
Tel. No. 531 

To ADMIRAL DE 
RoBECK 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 536 


DEPARTMENT OF 
OVERSEAS TRADE 


M. CHICHERIN 
Moscow 
Tel. No. 92 


Sir G. GRAHAME 
Paris 
Tel. No. 711 


To Cor. TALLENTS 
Reval 
Tel. No. 172 


To Mr. GRANT 
WATSON 


Copenhagen 
Tel. No. 356 


Sir A. GEDDES 
Washington 
Tel. No. 465 


Sir A. GEDDES 
Washington 
Tel. Unnumbered 


Mr. KNATCHBULL- 
HuGESSEN 
The Hague 
No. 534 

To Sm A. GEDDES 
Washington 
Tel. Unnumbered 


DATE 
June 11 


June 11 


Undated 


June 13 


June 15 


June 17 


June 19 


June 20 


Undated 


June 21 


June 24 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Instructions to expedite repatriation of 
Russians detained in Egypt. 


Informs of decision to withdraw British 
Military Mission from Crimea and adopt 
similar policy regarding naval forces, as 
result of action taken by Gen. Wrangel in 
opposition to H.M.G.’s advice. 


Note on Soviet Russia’s exportable sur- 
pluses of grain, timber and oil: examines 
figures given by M. Krassin. 


States participation of M. Litvinov in 
negotiations would facilitate agreement in 
view of political nature of questions raised: 
his full powers confirmed. 


Reports conversation with M. Paléologue 
who denied formal negotiations between 
French Govt. and M. Struve, though 
French Govt. more inclined tosupport Gen. 
Wrangel than H.M.G.: French Govt. know 
nothing of alleged negotiations between 
Gen. Wrangel and Poles and Ukrainians. 


Informs that H.M.G. have no objection 
in present circumstances to Abrahamson— 
Krassin agreement (see No. 706). 


Transmits text of H.M. Treasury’s letter 
to Danish Clearing House Group stating 
H.M.G. will not seize gold in transit from 
Reval to Copenhagen but will not grant 
re-export permit, or give undertaking 
regarding action if imported into Britain. 


Reports conversations with Secretary of 
State and Assistant Secretary of State who 
expressed concern of U.S. Govt. and people 
regarding Anglo-Soviet negotiations: re- 
quested to be kept informed of their pro- 
gress. 


Reports anxiety of U.S. Govt. lest H.M.G. 
contemplate full recognition of Soviet 
Govt.: asks whether H.M.G. prefer not to 
disclose their Russian policy to U.S. Govt. 
and British Embassy: if not, requests in- 
formation. 


Reports information given by French 
Minister regarding circulation by Soviet 
agents of false British and French bank- 
notes in Germany and France. 


Refers to No. 728: states present negotia- 
tions outcome of Supreme Council de- 
cision of which U.S. Govt. were fully in- 
formed: American Embassy is being un- 
officially informed of progress: policy of 
re-opening trade dictated only by desire to 
secure grain and raw materials for Europe: 
H.M.G. do not intend to recognize Soviet 
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733 


733 


734 


737 


738 


738 


739 


739 


740 


741 


742 


731 


732 


733 


734 


735 


736 


737 


738 


739 


740 


741 


742 


743 


NO. AND NAME 


Srr A. GEDDES 
Washington 
Tel. No. 478 


To Cor. TALLENTS 
Reval 
Tel. Unnumbered 


To ADMIRAL DE 
RoOBECK 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 593 

EARL OF DERBY 


Paris 
Tel. No. 778 


M. K.IsHKo 
London 


ADMIRAL DE ROBECK 


Constantinople 
Tel. No. 772 
Lorp HARDINGE 
Foreign Office 


Sir E. CRowe 
Spa 
Tel. No. 13 


EARL CuRZON 
Spa 
Tel. No. 27 


To ADMIRAL DE 
RoBECK 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 640 

COMMANDER MAXSE 
Foreign Office 


M. Lrrvinov 
Copenhagen 
Tel. Unnumbered 
To Mr. LEsLIEz 
Reval 
Tel. No. 196 


DATE 


June 24 


June 30 


June 30 


June 30 


June jo 


July 2 


July 2 


July 5 


July 8 


July 9 


July 14 


July 19 


July 20 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Govt. and will only continue negotiations 
if satisfactory guarantees given. 

Reports interview with Assistant Secretary 
of State who stated decision to remove war 
restrictions on trade by U.S. citizers with 
Russia, except in war materials (including 
railway equipment). 

Transmits message from Mr. Kerr to Dr. 
Nansen stating Soviet Govt.’s attitude 
unsatisfactory: unless immediate favour- 
able reply received, negotiations must end: 
M. Krassin leaving for Moscow to discuss 
situation. 


Instructions, in view of reports of alliance 
between Soviet Govt. and Mustapha 
Kemal, to suspend sailing of merchant 
ships to Soviet Black Sea ports. 


Reports discussion by Ambassadors’ Con- 
ference of question of Bredow contingent 
in Poland (see Nos. 695 and 697): he 
stated H.M.G. could not intervene: matter 
should be decided by Russian and Polish 
authorities: proposal to raise subject at 
Brussels or Spa. 

Letter to Mr. Wise enclosing tel. from M. 
Chicherin complaining that H.M.G. still 
giving assistance to Gen. Wrangel. 


Enquires whether H.M.G. object to pur- 
chase by Major Sturton of British cavalry 
equipment for supply to Volunteer Army. 


Note to M. Krassin for transmission to 
Soviet Govt. stating all support with- 
drawn from Gen. Wrangel and refuting 
M. Chicherin’s charges in No. 735, en- 
closure (see Nos. 710, 716, 721). 
Transmits copy of tel. to M. Chicherin 
stating arrangements for repatriation of 
Russian prisoners suspended until satis- 
factory assurances received regarding 
British prisoners in Russia and Baku. 


Transmits message from Mr. Lloyd 
George to Mr. Bonar Law inviting him to 
postpone statement in Parliament about 
Krassin negotiations pending further in- 
structions. 

Refers to No. 736: sale of cavalry equip- 
ment cannot be authorized. 


Memorandum on policy to be adopted 
towards gold originating in Russia. 


Refers to No. 737: repeats allegation of 
continued British support for Gen. Wran- 
gel: gives instances. 


Transmits message for M. Chicherin 
stating H.M.G. not prepared to negotiate 
with Soviet Govt. if death sentence on 
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743 


743 


744 


744 


745 


746 


746 


747 


748 


748 


748 


75! 


752 


144 


745 


7146 


7147 


748 


749 


750 


751 


752 


753 


754 


755 


NO. AND NAME 


FOREIGN OFFICE 


Mr. LESLIE 
Reval 
Tel. No. 177 


To Sir G. BucHANAN 


Rome 
Tel. No. 336 


To Mr. LESLIE 
Reval 
Tel. No. 218 


ADMIRAL DE ROBECK 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 866 


M. CHICHERIN 
Moscow 
Tel. No. 1285 


Sir G. BUCHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. Unnumbered 


EARL OF DERBY 
Paris 


Tel. No. 917 

To Major Cotas 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 269 


To Mr. GRANT WATSON 


Copenhagen 
Tel. No. 408 


To Mr. GRANT 
WATSON 
Copenhagen 
Tel. No. 409 

Sr H. DEERING 
Sofia 
Tel. No. 93 


DATE 


July 27 


July 28 


July 29 


July 29 


July 30 


July 3: 


Aug. I 


Aug. 4 


Aug. 6 


Aug. 6 


Aug. 6 


Aug. 10 


MAIN SUBJECT 


H.M. Vice-Consul Hewelcke at Baku 
carried out. 


Memorandum on British prisoners at 
Baku and steps taken by H.M.G. to 
secure their release. 


Transmits message from M. Chicherin 
stating no reprisals will be taken against 
British prisoners if M. Babushkin and 
associates released (see No. 749) and re- 
peating offer to mediate with Azerbaijan 
Govt. regarding Baku prisoners. 


Instructions to ask Italian Govt., if they 
have representative at Baku, to instruct 
him to assist British prisoners. 


Refers to No. 745 (see also No. 744): states 
M. Babushkin and associates released, 
though still under supervision, when death 
sentence on Mr. Hewelcke suspended: 
H.M.G. will repatriate all Russians in 
British Empire when Soviet Govt. willing 
to release British subjects, including Baku 
prisoners. 


Requests permission for Naval and Mili- 
tary authorities to supply Volunteer Army 
with medical stores: Red Cross societies 
should be informed of need. 


States that agreement undertaken by 
Soviet Govt. has no force in Azerbaijan: 
Azerbaijan Govt. willing to negotiate direct 
with H.M.G. for release of Baku prisoners: 
asks when M. Babushkin and associates 
will be repatriated. 


Reports only Italian Commercial Attaché 
at Baku: agent at Tiflis has already been 
instructed to help British prisoners: instruc- 
tions will be repeated. 


Reports French press protests against 
presence of MM. Krassin and Kamenev 
in England in view of Soviet Govt.’s atti- 
tude to Poland. 


Instructions to address formal demand to 
Azerbayan Govt. for release of Baku 
prisoners. 


Instructions to request M. Litvinov to im- 
plement without delay his assurance of 
Soviet Govt.’s willingness to secure release 
of British prisoners at Baku: H.M.G. willing 
to approach Azerbaijan Govt. direct, but 
messages sent from Tiflis not acknow- 
ledged. 


Refers to No. 742: instructions to inform 
M. Litvinov of results of enquiries made 
into alleged continuance of British support 
of Gen. Wrangel. 


Reports statement by Russian named 
Maitoff concerning plan for purchase of war 
material by Major Churton in Bulgaria 
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753 


755 


759 


756 


756 


757 


758 


758 


758 


759 


759 


760 


756 


757 


758 


759 


760 


761 


762 


763 


7164 


7165 


166 


NO. AND NAME 


To Mr. GRANT 
WATSON 
Copenhagen 
Tel. No. 411 


To Mr. HENDERSON 
Paris 
Tel. No. 903 


Mr. WISE 
Foreign Office 


To Sm H. DErinc 
Sofia 
Tel. No. 65 


To. Mr. LEsue 
Reval 
Tel. No. 232 


Mr. KERR 
London 


To ADMIRAL DE 
RoBECK 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 772 


ComMMANDER LUKE 
Tiflis 
Tel. No. 380 


Mr. Grant WATSON 
Copenhagen 
Tel. No. 689 


To Cor. TALLENTS 
Riga 
Tel. No. 255 

Sm M. FINDLAY 
Christiania 
Tel. No. 190 


DATE 


Aug. 


Aug. 


Aug. 


Aug. 


Aug. 


Aug. 


Aug. 


Aug. 


Aug. 


Sept. 


12 


II 


12 


17 


19 


26 


30 


3I 


MAIN SUBJECT 


for Gen. Wrangel’s force: Bulgarian Chief 
of Staff denies official participation. 


Transmits message for M. Litvinov to send 
to Azerbaijan Govt. requesting immediate 
release of British prisoners at Baku. 


Instruction to inform French Govt. of 
H.M.G.’s orders to G.O.C., Constanti- 
nople, despite decision at Lympne not to 
hand over rifles to Gen. Wrangel. 


Memorandum on discussion with Russian 
delegation regarding exchange of prisoners. 


Refers to No. 755 and asks for particulars 
of Major Churton: instructions to warn 
Bulgarian Govt. sale of arms prohibited 
without Allied consent. 


Instructions to inform Russian Trades 
Union Delegation that H.M.G. cannot 
permit them to enter England to attend 
Trades Union Congress. 


Record of conversation with M. Trumbitch 
who enquired regarding H.M.G.’s attitude 
to Soviet Russia: he replied that H.M.G. 
would proceed with trade agreement if 
Soviet Govt. offered reasonable terms to 
Poland, and might recognize and make 
peace with Soviet Russia provided this did 
not weaken Anglo-French relations. 


States Cabinet decision against sending 
medical supplies to Gen. Wrangel (see 
No. 748). 


Refers to No. 752: explains difficulties of 
communication with Azerbaijan Govt.: 
proposes to address new formal note to 
Commissary Huseinov, but success un- 
likely without reprisals threat. 

Note 3. Tiflis tel. Aug. 17 stated British 
prisoners at Baku moved from prison. 


Reports French colleague’s intention to 
request Danish Govt. to expel M. Litvinov 
because of subversive activities: asks for in- 
structions. 

Note 3. F.O. tel. of Sept. 4 authorized 
Mr. Grant Watson to inform Danish Govt. 
H.M.G. had no desire for M. Litvinov to 
remain. 


Instructions not to grant visas for return 
of MM. Miliutin and Rothstein to Britain 
pending Cabinet decision concerning 
Russian delegation. 


Reports conversation with Norwegian 
M.F.A. regarding Russian gold exported 
to Germany and Holland allegedly for 
purchase of goods ordered through Messrs. 
Nils-Joul: importance of strict control 
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760 


761 


762 


763 


754 


754 


765 


765 


765 
766 


767 


767 


767 


NO. AND NAME 


767 To Mr. GRANT 
WATSON 
Copenhagen 
Tel. No. 424 


768 Mr. Grecory 
Foreign Office 


769 Mr. Grant WATSON 
Copenhagen 
No. 363 


770 ADMIRAL DE RoBECcK 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 995 


771 To Lorp Ki~tMARNOCK 

Berlin 
Tel. No. 302 

To Sir A. GEDDES 
Washington 
Tel. No. 726 

To Mr. KNATCHBULL- 
HuGESSEN 
The Hague 
Tel. No. 130 


772 Sm H. DeErinc 
Sofia 
Tel. No. 109 


773 To Sm H. DErRinc 
Sofia 
Tel. No. 70 


774 To Mr. LESLIE 
Reval 
Tel. No. 238 


7715 To Mr. Leste 
Reval 
Tel. No. 239 


776 To Cor. TALLENTs 
Riga 


I. XII. 


DATE 


Sept. 


Sept. 


Sept. 


Sept. 


Sept. 


Sept. 


Sept. 


Sept. 


Sept. 


Sept. 


6 


MAIN SUBJECT 


over such transactions emphasized by 
himself and French colleague. 


Instructions to inform M. Litvinov that 
H.M.G. have received no direct reply 
from Azerbaijan Govt. to message trans- 
mitted in No. 756: informal message 
through Tehran offers exchange of Baku 
prisoners for Turks imprisoned at Malta 
but this unacceptable: he must impress on 
M. Litvinov that if Soviet Govt. were 
willing to use good offices effectively 
speedy settlement of prisoners question 
and repatriation of Russians would result. 


Letter to British Dept. of Supreme Eco- 
nomic Council acknowledging receipt of 
draft trade agreement between U.K. and 
Russia: discusses need for guarantee 
against arbitrary arrest for British subjects 
in Russia. 

Reports Sir M. Abrahamson’s decision not 
to receive more Soviet gold in clearing 
house until arrangement reached about 
trade with Russia: pessimistic views of 
Scandinavian Govts. regarding prospects 
of Russian trade. 


Refers to No. 733: reports objection of 
Italian High Commissioner to prevention 
of trade with Soviet Black Sea ports: re- 
quests instructions as to reply, and as to 
action should Gen. Wrangel declare 
blockade of these ports. 


Refers to No. 766: instructions to obtain 
all possible information regarding gold 
transactions. 


Refers to No. 759: reports written assur- 
ance from Bulgarian Prime Minister that 
measures taken to prevent further arms 
transactions. 


Instructions to insist on execution by Bul- 
garian Govt. of Treaty of Neuilly: no help 
to be given to Gen. Wrangel. 

Transmits message for M. Chicherin: 
H.M.G. hope Soviet authorities will pub- 
lish as widely as possible freedom of all 
British subjects to leave Russia. 

Informs of M. Kamenev’s recall to Mos- 
cow: instructions not to grant him return 
visa. 


Refers to No. 765: instructions to refuse 
visas to MM. Miliutin and Rothstein on 
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PAGE 


768 


779 


771 


772 


773 


773 


773 


774 


774 


774 


778 


7719 


780 


781 


782 


783 


784 


785 


786 


787 


788 


789 


NO. AND NAME 


Tel. No. 271 


COMMANDER LUKE 
Tiftis 
Tel. No. 399 


To Mr. LESLI£ 
Reval 
Tel. No. 243 


Mr. KNATCHBULL- 
HUGESSEN 
The Hague 
Tel. No. 160 


Sm M. FInpLAy 
Christiania 
Tel. No. 202 


To Mr. LEs.Liz 
Reval 
Tel. No. 249 


COMMANDER MAXSE 
Foreign Office 
Mr. GRANT WATSON 
Copenhagen 
Tel. No. 726 
Smr M. FINDLAY 
Christiania 
Tel. No. 206 


C.-mn-C., MEDITER- 
RANEAN 
Tel. No. 444 


Mr. RAMSAY 
Stockholm 
Tel. No. 261 


COMMANDER MAXsE 
Foreign Office 


Sir G. GRAHAME 
Brussels 
No. 670 


Mr. GRANT WATSON 
Copenhagen 
Tel. No. 742 


DATE 


Sept. 


_ Sept. 


Sept. 


Sept. 


Sept. 


Sept. 


Sept. 


Sept. 


Sept. 


Sept. 


Sept. 


Sept. 


Sept. 


12 


20 


20 


2! 


24 


MAIN SUBJECT 


grounds of Cabinet decision not to re-admit 
them. 


Reports M. Huseinov’s replies expressing 
Azerbaijan Govt.’s willingness to ex- 
change Baku prisoners for Turks at Malta: 
meeting with M. Huseinov regarding con- 
ditions of imprisonment. 


Transmits message for M. Chicherin refer- 
ring to No. 767 and repeating demands for 
information about British subjects in 
Russia and for immediate repatriation. 


Refers to Nos. 771 and 766: reports Nether- 
land M.F.A. ignorant of gold transaction, 
but promised information: information 
from other official sources indicates that 
transactions purely commercial. 


Reports further interview with Norwegian 
M.F.A. who gave information from Han- 
dels Bank regarding gold transactions: he 
urged M.F.A. to see documents himself. 


Refers to No. 775: repeats instructions to 
refuse visa to M. Kamenev. 


Summary of relations between H.M.G. 
and Soviet Govt., Apr.—Sept. 1920. 
Refers to No. 764: reports Soviet propa- 
ganda activities in Scandinavia. 


Reports probability of resumption of 
negotiations between Norwegian and 
Soviet Govts.: asks for instructions whether 
to attempt to deter Norwegian Govt. from 
committing themselves. 


Tel. to Admiralty, reporting engagement 
between Soviet and Volunteer vessels, and 
French help to latter: Gen. Wrangel’s 
appeal for aid of British destroyers re- 
fused. 


Reports Swedish M.F.A. unable to trace 
reported payments from Stockholm to 
Daily Herald: asks for instructions. 


Memorandum on economic policy to be 
adopted towards Russia: suggests appoint- 
ment of economic Commissioner to report 
on economic possibilities of S. Russia with 
view to regulating British trade there. 


Reports conversation with Belgian Presi- 
dent of Council regarding negotiations 
with Soviet Russia: Belgian objections to 
political relations with Soviet Govt. and 
to admission of Soviet delegates into Bel- 
gium. 

Suggests effort be made to reach final 
solution of problem of exchange of 
prisoners before M. Litvinov leaves for 
Moscow. 
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775 


776 


777 


777 


778 


778 


782 


782 


783 


783 


784 


785 


786 


791 


792 


793 


795 


NO. AND NAME 


To Sir G. GRAHAME 


Brussels 
No. 695 


To Mr. Scotr 
Alexandria 
Tel. No. 859 


To EArt or DERBY 


Paris 
Tel. No. 1136 


Mr. LONERGAN 
Reval 
Tel. No. 271 


To Mr. LEs_trE 
Reval 
Tel. No. 290 


To Mr. LESLIE 
Reval 
Tel. No. 292 


M. KRaASssIN 
London 


To Mr. KipsTron 


Helsingfors 
Tel. No. 249 


To Mr. LONERGAN 


Reval 
Tel. No. 294 


Mr. Kinsron 
Helsingfors 
Tel. No. 661 


DATE 


Sept. 30 


Oct. 


Oct. 


Oct. 


Oct. 


Oct. 


Oct. 


Oct. 


Oct. 


Oct. 


25 


25 


26 


27 


28 


29 


29 


30 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Refers to No. 788: instructions to inform 
M. Delacroix H.M.G. have no present in- 
tention of having political relations with 
Soviet Govt. and that draft trade agree- 
ment provides that if Soviet delegates en- 
gage in propaganda, agreement will lapse. 


Instructions to report whether M. Litvi- 
nov’s charges of ill-treatment of Russian 
prisoners at Kantara have foundation. 

Note 4. Cairo tel. of Nov. 11 categorically 
denied charges. 


Instructions to raise at Ambassadors’ Con- 
ference question of Bulgarian war material 
reported to have been loaded at Varna for 
despatch to Gen. Wrangel. 

Note r. Paris tel. of Oct. 27: Earl of 
Derby reports assurance war material in- 
tended for Georgia and Armenia: proposes 
not to raise question. F.O. tel. Oct. 29: 
action approved. 


Reports Soviet agents at Reval attempting 
to obtain supply of cloth and boots: British 
commercial agents ask whether H.M.G. 
will grant export licence. 


Transmits message for M. Chicherin com- 
municating arrangements made for re- 
patriating Russian prisoners: requests him 
to synchronize arrangements regarding 
Baku prisoners. 


Transmits message for M. Chicherin in 
continuation of No. 794 complaining of 
delays by Azerbaijan Govt. and urging 
Soviet Govt. to insist on immediate release 
of prisoners as agreed. 


Latter to Mr. Gregory transmitting copy 
of tel. to Soviet Representative in Tiflis 
instructing him to get into touch with M. 
Chicherin and Azerbaijan Govt. with 
view to expediting release of British 
prisoners. 


Instructions to inform Finnish M.F.A. 
that delays in release of Baku prisoners 
may make it necessary to hold up M. 
Babushkin and party now in course of re- 
patriation on board Ariadne bound for 
Helsingfors. 


Refers to No. 793: export licence not 
required, but British agents should be dis- 
couraged, since H.M.G.’s policy is to pre- 
vent acquisition by Soviet Govt. of such 
articles. 


Refers to No. 797: H.M.G.’s proposed 
action will create deplorable impression in 
Finland and make position of Major 
Fitzhugh, who has twenty-three British 
prisoners at frontier for repatriation, very 
difficult. 
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PAGE 


787 


787 


788 


788 


788 


788 


789 


789 


799 


791 


791 


792 


801 


802 


803 


810 


NO. AND NAME 


To Mr. Les 
Reval 
Tel. No. 296 


C.-mn-C., MEDITER- 
RANEAN 
Tel. No. 538Z 


M. KRrRaAssin 
London 


To Mr. LEsLiz 
Reval 
Tel. No. 302 


Mr. KIpsTron 
Helsingfors 
Tel. No. 678 


M. KRASSIN 
London 


ADMIRAL DE ROBECK 


Constantinople 
Tel. No. 1191 


Mr. LEsuire 
Reval 
Tel. No. 280 


To Mr. Kinston 
Helsingfors 
Tel. No. 267 


To ADMIRAL DE 
RoBECK 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 1085 


To Mr. KipsTton 
Helsingfors 
Tel. No. 269 


DATE 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


2 


10 


Io 


13 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Transmits message for M. Chicherin de- 
manding assurances regarding Russian 
submarine activity in Baltic and Black Seas. 


Tel. to Admiralty requesting free hand to 
threaten bombardment of Odessa if Soviet 
authorities obstruct repatriation of Baku 
prisoners. 

Note 2. F.O. letter Nov. 3 to Admiralty 

stated Lord Curzon’s objection to mea- 
sures proposed. 
Note enclosing message from Soviet Govt. 
regarding measures for repatriation of 
British prisoners, and steps taken to per- 
suade Azerbaijan Govt. to release Baku 
prisoners. 


Transmits message for M. Chicherin in- 
forming him of Azerbaijan Govt. tel. 
announcing release of Baku prisoners and 
of H.M.G.’s steps for immediate repatria- 
tion of Russian prisoners. 


Reports M.F.A.’s message concerning 
probable effect of statement in House of 
Commons regarding diversion of Ariadne: 
has received no instructions or information 
regarding incident. 


Letter enclosing Note from Soviet Govt. 
regarding political questions at issue be- 
tween H.M.G. and Soviet Govt. 

Reports critical situation of Gen Wrangel’s 
force: asks for instructions regarding reply 
to Gen. Wrangel’s appeal for help in 
evacuating refugees: urges assistance for 
humanitarian reasons. 


Transmits message from M. Chicherin 
regarding breakdown of negotiations, 
throwing blame on H.M.G., and request- 
ing immediate resumption of trade negotia- 
tions and subsequent restoration of normal 
relations. 


Refers to No. 804: statement attributed to 
British naval officers that Finnish Govt. 
joined in ordering diversion of Ariadne in- 
correct and unauthorized: explains motives 
for H.M.G.’s action. 


Refers to No. 806: states H.M.G. can take 
no responsibility for further refugees from 
S. Russia: no further refugees to be sent 
to Lemnos, Cyprus or Egypt: instructions 
sent to H.M. Ambassador in Paris to point 
out French responsibility to French Govt. 


Informs of Baku prisoners’ arrival at Tiflis 
and consequent instructions to permit M. 
Babushkin to go to Hang3, but he may be 
detained at Finnish-Russian frontier pend- 
ing arrival of remaining British from 
Petrograd. 
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793 


793 


794 


794 


795 


795 


798 


798 


801 


802 


803 


811 


812 


813 


814 


815 


816 


817 


818 


819 


821 


B 


NO. AND NAME 


ADMIRAL DE ROBECK 


Constantinople 
Tel. No. 1205 


M. CHICHERIN 
Moscow . 
Tel. Unnumbered 


ADMIRAL DE ROBECK 


Constantinople 
Tel. No. 1208 


C.-1n-C., MEDITER- 
RANEAN 
Tel. Unnumbered 


M. CHICHERIN 
Moscow 
Tel. No. 8801 


To ADMIRAL DE 
ROBECK 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 1097 


To Mr. LEsirE 
Reval 
Tel. No. 305 


COMMANDER MAXSE 
Foreign Office 


M. CHICHERIN 
Moscow 
Tel. No. 1002 


Sir A. GEDDES 
Washington 
Tel. No. 796 


To Sm A. GEpDDES 
Washington 
Tel. No. 892 


Mr. KersHaw 
Stockholm 


M. KRaAssINn 
London 


G.O.C., ARMY OF 
THE BLAck SEA 
Constantinople 
No. 2337/161 


M. CHICHERIN 
Moscow 


DATE 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Dec. 


Dec. 


13 


15 


16 


17 


22 


- 23 


25 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Refers to No. 806: reports appeal by M. 
Krivoschein for H.M.G.’s assistance in 
Crimea: suggests possible diversion of 
refugees to Egypt and Tunis. 


Refers to No. 800: denies H.M.G.’s state- 
ments regarding possible Soviet submarine 
action in Black Sea. 


Reports and supports French request for 
handing over British installations on Lem- 
nos for reception of refugees. 


Tel. to Admiralty reporting withdrawal of 
British subjects and ships from Crimea, 
and arrival of Russian refugees and ships: 
question being handled by French Com- 
mission. 

States British assistance to Gen. Wrangel 
would be regarded as hostile action by 
Soviet Govt. 


Refers to No. 811: instructions to reply to 
Mr. Krivoschein in sense of No. 809. 


Transmits message for M. Chicherin 
stating H.M.G. unable to complete re- 
patriation of Russian subjects until British 
subjects as yet unaccounted for reach Fin- 
nish border. 


Memorandum on the political benefits to 
be derived from the conclusion of a trade 
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CHAPTER I 


Western Europe 
January 12—December 31, 1920 


No. 1 
Sir F. Vallters' (Brussels) to Earl Curzon (Received January 13, 2 p.m.) 


No. 9 Telegraphic [170143/148864/29| 


Urgent BRUSSELS, January 12, 1920, 8.25 p.m. 


Belgian Government are strongly of opinion that visit of British Minister 
to Luxenburg [sic]? will be taken as an indication that His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment are not in agreement with Belgian policy in Grand Duchy. Otherwise 
presentation of letters by Sir R. Graham would have been postponed until 
after Belgian recognition of Grand Duchess which cannot be given so long 
as questions now under discussion have not been settled.3 

Minister of Foreign Affairs therefore enquires whether Sir R. Graham 
could be authorised to state that His Majesty’s Government would view 
with satisfaction resumption of negotiations between the two countries 
with the view to the conclusion of a general agreement. This would not be 
at all in contradiction of official declarations made by French Government 
and would confirm Luxemburg Government in their desire recently expressed 
here by their Chargé d’ Affaires that all misunderstandings should be removed. 


1 H.M. Ambassador at Brussels. 

2 Sir R. Graham, H.M. Minister at The Hague, had recently been nominated H.M. 
Minister at Luxemburg. 

3 For previous telegrams indicating the Belgian Government’s wish for the postponement 
of Sir R. Graham’s visit to Luxemburg see Vol. V, Nos. 307, n. 5, 335 and 342. 


No. 2 
Earl Curzon to Sir F. Villters (Brussels) 


No. 14 Telegraphic [170143/148864/29] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, January 14, 1920, 6.30 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 9! (of January 12th). 
You should inform the Minister for Foreign Affairs that His Majesty’s 
Government regret that it was not possible for them to act as requested by 


1 No. 1. 


I, XI . I B 


the Belgian Government in view of the fact that Sir R. Graham had already 
left for Luxemburg before receipt of your telegram and that it was not 
possible to communicate with him in time prior to his reception by the 
Grand Duchess. 


No. 3 
Sir R. Graham (The Hague) to Earl Curzon (Received January 27) 


No. 67 [173761 /148864/29] 
Confidential THE HAGUE, January 20, 1920 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to report that I left The Hague on January 13th, in 
order to proceed to Luxemburg and present my Letters of Credence to the 
Grand Duchess. 

I reached Brussels on the afternoon of that day, and went to the British 
Embassy, where I discussed with His Majesty’s Ambassador various out- 
standing questions affecting Holland and Belgium, and the general relations 
of the two countries. 

The Ambassador showed me a telegram which he had addressed to Your 
Lordship with the Belgian request that special instructions should be issued 
to me as to the advice which I should give to the Luxemburg Government.! 
Sir Francis Villiers told me that M. Hymans,? whom I knew well in London, 
had expressed a strong desire to see me, and I therefore called upon His 
Excellency at the Foreign Office at 5 o’clock, and had an hour’s conversation 
with him. M. Hymans went over most of the old ground, with which Your 
Lordship is already familiar from Sir Francis Villiers’ despatches. His 
Excellency reviewed the general situation of Belgium both internal and ex- 
ternal, and complained, with some bitterness, of the attitude of the Allies 
towards Belgian aims and interests. He expressed regret at my proceeding 
to Luxemburg at the present juncture, in spite of the Belgian request for 
delay, and I explained to him the reasons which had made a further post- 
ponement very difficult. His Excellency showed especial resentment with 
regard to the attitude of the French, who, after encouraging Belgium to 
believe that they had disinterested themselves in Luxemburg and acquiesced 
in Belgian influence becoming predominant there, had insisted on the 
French claim to the Guillaume-Luxemburg railway system, and would 
admit of no argument on the subject. The question was, His Excellency 
said, a vital one for Belgium; control of the railway system meant control 
of Luxemburg, and Belgium was threatened with a French encirclement 
endangering her future independent position. He then referred to the 
special instructions which he had asked should be given to me for use in 
Luxemburg, and I said that it seemed to me most unlikely that any such 
instructions would reach me, but that I could exercise some discretion in 


™ No. 1. 2 Belgian Minister for Foreign Affairs. 
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advising the Luxemburg Government to remain on terms of good under- 
standing with both their French and Belgian neighbours. Before leaving, 
I referred to the present strained relations which existed between Belgium 
and Holland, and said that, if my services could be of any use to the Prince 
de Ligne, the newly appointed Belgian Minister at The Hague, with a view 
to effecting an improvement, they would always be at his disposal. M. 
Hymans thanked me, but remarked that Belgium and Holland were mutually 
antipathetic and that the prospect of a closer understanding between the 
two countries was remote. 

I reached Luxemburg on the evening of the 14th. On the morning of the 
15th a Royal State carriage fetched me from the hotel to the Palace, and I 
was received in audience by the Grand Duchess. On presenting my Letters 
of Credence to Her Royal Highness, I assured Her of the satisfaction with 
which the King and His Majesty’s Government viewed the resumption of 
official relations with the Grand Duchy and conveyed their good wishes to 
Her Royal Highness for a long and prosperous reign; at the same time I 
undertook to do all in my power to promote and foster relations of friendship 
and good understanding between Great Britain and Luxemburg. 

The Grand Duchess replied in extremely cordial terms, alluding to my 
appointment as an indication of the interest and goodwill of the King and 
of His Majesty’s Government towards her country, which constituted a 
guarantee for its future security and independence. Her Royal Highness 
laid especial stress upon the part played by Great Britain in the war, and 
upon the British réle as the protector of small nationalities. After a conver- 
sation of half an hour with the Grand Duchess I was received in audience by 


I left Luxemburg on January 17th and returned to Brussels. 

I have pleasure in recording that nothing could have exceeded the cor- 
diality of the welcome extended to both my wife and myself, and the kindness 
we experienced during our brief visit. The Grand Duchess, Her Court, and 
Her Ministers, did everything in their power to render our stay agreeable 
and profitable. They made no secret of the importance which they attached 
to my visit and to the recognition now accorded by His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment as an acknowledgment of, and safeguard for, the independence of 
the Grand Duchy, and as an assistance to them in their negotiations with the 
French and Belgian Governments. . . .5 

Although the Luxemburg Government seemed resigned to economic 
dependence on France or on Belgium, or both, they did not desire this 
dependence to be absolute, and expressed an earnest wish to reopen their 
old trade relations with Great Britain. I strongly encouraged this very 
legitimate wish, and promised to send Mr. Laming, the commercial secretary 


3 Prince Felix of Bourbon-Parma, husband of the Grand Duchess. 

4 The next three paragraphs dealt with the visits made by Sir R. Graham during his stay 
in Luxemburg and with the Grand Duchy’s freedom from damage during the war. 

5 The following six paragraphs reported Sir R. Graham’s favourable impression of the 
Grand Duchess and discussed the relations of Luxemburg with France and Belgium. 
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here, to Luxemburg as soon as he could be spared from The Hague in order 
to discuss the question with them.® 

On my last evening at Luxemburg, after a dinner at the hotel with M. 
Reuter? and M. Pescatore,® they spoke to me at length and with great ear- 
nestness as to the precarious political position of the Grand Duchy, and they 
asked my advice as to the best course to pursue in order that its independence 
might be maintained. The fact, they said, that Great Britain had been the first 
of the Great Powers to recognise the new Grand Duchess seemed to indicate 
that His Majesty’s Government felt an interest and a responsibility in the 
matter. I endeavoured, in discreet terms, to disclaim any such special interest 
or responsibility. But I said that it seemed to me essential that Luxemburg 
should entertain relations of friendship and good understanding with both 
her French and Belgian neighbours. Further, that my private advice would 
be that Luxemburg should seek very early admission into the League of 
Nations, which must prove a haven to all small States desiring to retain 
their independence. M. Reuter replied that Luxemburg had been omitted 
from the States invited to adhere to the League. He had already made 
three attempts in Paris to gain admission, but without success, and the door 
seemed to have been slammed in his face. I said that most doors had a bell 
and a knocker, and that, if these were rung with sufficient persistency, some 
result was usually obtained, if only that of attracting public attention to the 
desire to obtain admittance... .9 

There is one final impression that I desire to record. In Holland it is 
generally stated, and, I think, believed, that the Germans are crushed 
beyond any immediate recuperation, and that nothing further is to be 
feared from them for a good time to come. This impression has been con- 
firmed by such books as that of Mr. Keynes'® which has been widely read 
here (indeed, M. de Karnebeek"! sat up the whole of one night reading it), 
and which has produced a strong impression. In Luxemburg, on the other 
hand, I found the firm conviction that a complete German recovery is only 
a question of time, and of no very long time, and that the Germans will, 
before long, once more become a serious and standing menace to their 
neighbours. In view of the intimate relations that have existed, and must to 
some extent still exist, between Luxemburg and Germany, this point of 
view is worth recording. It appears to be fully shared in Belgium. 

I reached The Hague on January 18th. 
I have, &c., 
RoNALD GRAHAM 


6 In June, 1920, it was decided to include the Grand Duchy in the district of the Com- 
mercial Secretariat of H.M. Embassy at Brussels and the Belgian and Luxemburg Govern- 
ments were notified accordingly. 7 Luxemburg Minister of State. 

8 Director-General of the Luxemburg Ministry of Trade, Industry and Labour. 

9 A paragraph here omitted concerned the British Passport Officer in Luxemburg. 

10 j.e. The Economic Consequences of the Peace (London, 1919). 

1! The Netherland Minister for Foreign Affairs. 


No. 4 
The Earl of Derby! (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received March 13) 


No. 756 [185070/185070/17] 
Confidential | PARIS, March 12, 1920 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to inform Your Lordship that a Government Bill was 
yesterday laid before the Chamber of Deputies to provide for credits for the 

establishment of a French Embassy to the Holy See... .? 

' It is no exaggeration to say that the presence of a British Mission to the 
Vatican has, more than any other single factor, contributed to the decision 
in France to renew relations. It has, throughout the campaign on the 
subject, been one of the chief arguments of those in favour of this renewal, 
and now affords a justification to the French Government for taking this 
step vis-d-vis to [sic] the adversaries of the measure.3 The growing tension 
between France and England over Syria, and in the East generally, has 
naturally given an impetus to the movement for a rapprochement with the 
Vatican. 

The ‘Gaulois’ of to-day’s date observes, when discussing the matter, 
that it 1s to be hoped that in a few weeks France will no longer be in the 
inferior situation vis-d-vis England, and even Germany, in which the lack 
of diplomatic representation at the Vatican has placed her. 

I have, &c., 
DERBY 


! H.M. Ambassador at Paris. 

2 The following four paragraphs gave details of the bill and discussed the problem of the 
reception of a Papal Nuncio in Paris. 

3 Later, in minutes on another file (200415/151922/22), Sir E. Crowe and Lord Hardinge, 
respectively Assistant Under-Secretary and Under-Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, 
wrote as follows: 

‘,.. I personally consider we made a political mistake in bringing about the resumption 
of relations between France and the Vatican by the maintenance of our own mission. We 
shall never gain much practical advantage from our mission to the Vatican, either in Ire- 
land, or in America; and the re-entry of the French into the Vatican will prove a thorn in 
our side in all our foreign policy. French public opinion would probably never have been 
induced to resume relations with the Vatican had it not been for the existence of the British 
mission. EAC June 2’ 

‘It may be so, but we can hardly afford in these times to ignore what goes on at the 
Vatican, and the only way to be kept informed is to have someone there. H.’ 

Lord Curzon commented: ‘I do not accept Sir Eyre Crowe’s presumption. I believe the 
French attitude to have been independent of ours which has not yet been finally determined. 
C 2/6’. 


No. 5 
Sir E. Howard (Madrid) to Earl Curzon (Received March 24) 


No. 176 [187545/187545/41] 
Confidential MADRID, March 16, 1920 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to enclose herewith a despatch I have received from 
Major Lembcke, who is here on a special mission for the sale of surplus arms 
to the Spanish Government, describing a conversation he has had with the 
King of Spain. 

His Majesty, as on previous occasions, touched on the topic of Tangiers [stc] 
but the suggestion he threw out respecting something like a military conven- 
tion between Great Britain and Spain for securing the safety of the Straits 
of Gibraltar is certainly new to me and rather surprising. As the messenger 
is Just leaving I have not had time to give it any consideration and cannot 
therefore offer any observations, but I venture to call Your Lordship’s 
particular attention to this proposal and to ask for your views thereon in case 
His Majesty should hold similar language to me. 

I have, &c., 
EsME Howarp 
™ H.M. Ambassador at Madrid. 


ENCLOsuRE IN No. 5 
Major Lembcke to Sir E. Howard 


Your Excellency, MADRID, March 16, 1920 


I have the honour to submit my Report on an audience which I had yester- 
day with His Most Catholic Majesty, King Alfonso XIII. 

Though I went in company with Major Gandy, the Acting Military 
Attaché, I was introduced into His Majesty’s presence alone. His Majesty 
received me with great kindness, and, giving me a cigarette, asked me to 
sit down. My interview with His Majesty lasted for over twenty minutes. 

Tangier. After the first preliminaries, His Majesty broached the subject of 
Tangier, saying that he was anxious to know what quid pro quo Spain could 
expect to receive for the friendship shown by Spain, especially as regards the 
supply of iron ore to the Allies during the war, from England. His Majesty 
went on to say that for fifteen years he had worked towards an entente between 
Spain and Great Britain and France, but that though Sweden, Norway and 
Denmark, who were looked upon by the people in England as merely 
German Colonies, had reaped great advantages from the War, Spain had 
gained nothing, rather the reverse, as the French Government had, at the time 
of the Algeciras Convention,? informed the Spanish Government that they 
recognised Spain’s claims to Tangier, and had only consented to a régime of 


2 The reference is to the General Act of the International Conference at Algeciras, which 
was signed on April 7, 1906; for the text see B.F.S.P., vol. 99, pp. 141-71. 
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Internationalisation in deference to pressure from Germany, now the French 
Government claimed Tangier for themselves, and illegally, as His Majesty 
expressed it, increased their Tabor? in Tangier with so-called Moorish troops 
that were in fact trained native troops from Algiers. 

I replied to His Majesty that I was not in a position to express any opinion 
on the matter, but that as far as I knew, the policy of His Britannic Majesty’s 
Government was the policy of the present status quo. 

Defence of the Straits of Gibraltar. His Majesty then turned to the question of 
the Defence of the Straits of Gibraltar, saying that he was desirous that this 
question should be studied in consultation with each other by the General 
Staffs of the British and Spanish armies. His Majesty went on to say that if 
the British Government consented to this it would help him to remove from 
the minds of the People of Spain what was looked upon as an ‘insult’ to their 
national pride, by showing that far from Gibraltar being a menace and a 
danger to Spain, it would serve as an outpost to the Spanish army, occupied 
by British Troops. 

His Majesty added that the British Government must realise that Gibraltar 
under modern conditions of warfare as regards heavy Artillery, is useless 
as an isolated fortress, but that in conjunction with any defences that would 
be constructed by Spain on both sides of the Straits, in consultation with 
Great Britain and armed with British Coast Defence guns, it would be im- 
possible for any hostile fleet to attempt to force a passage through the Straits. 
The King said that he would be ready to start this work at once if the British 
Government agreed. 

(With reference to His Majesty’s remarks quoted above, the Spanish 
Minister of War, General Villalba, has also spoken to me on the subject, and 
he informed me that a Commission of Spanish Officers were actually on the 
spot studying this question. General Villalba promised to show me a copy of 
their report as soon as he received it, which he thought would be soon. 
General Villalba also spoke about the artillery for any defences and fortifica- 
tions that might be constructed being purchased in England, as well as 
railway material that might be required for the construction of the strategical 
railways in the fortified locality.)+¢ 

Surplus Armaments. Turning to the question of Surplus Armaments, His 
Majesty complained that though we had shown vast quantities of material 
to the Spanish Military Mission in England, it was material that was worn 
out, and practically useless. 


3 i.e. encampment. The punctuation of this sentence is as in the original. 

* Lords Hardinge and Curzon commented as follows: 

“We must not take the King of Spain too seriously. H.’ 

‘I have had experience of this. 

“The proposal is of course absurd. But it seems to me to have another conceivable applica- 
tion which has not been noticed. Gibraltar could of course be easily shelled now from the 
Spanish mainland. 

“But if heavy guns (of British manufacture) are to be mounted by the Spaniards on both 
sides of the Straits, does it not place us, by our own act, completely at their mercy? C 
25/3." 


I asked His Majesty’s permission to correct this idea, and informed him that 
the British Government had firmly decided to sell to Spain material that was 
similar in every respect to that used by the British army, in perfectly good 
condition, and that the material that the British Government were offering 
for sale was material that had proved its worth in the late war. 

Later in the day I saw the Minister of War, and mentioned to him what the 
King had said to me as regards surplus armaments. General Villalba replied 
that the King had formed this erroneous opinion owing to French intrigue 
and propaganda. 

I have, &c., 
C. E. Lemscxe, Major, Northumberland 
Fusiliers, Special Representative of 
the Ministry of Munitions 


No. 6 
Sir F. Villters (Brussels) to Earl Curzon (Received March 24) 


No. 171 [187529/2144/4] 


Confidential BRUSSELS, March 20, 1920 
My Lord, 

I had the honour to report in my Despatch No. 105 of the 21st ultimo! 
that the Belgian Government had entirely declined to accept the last pro- 
posals made by the French Government for a settlement of the questions 
which have been under discussion respecting the Guillaume-Luxemburg 
Railway. 

M. Hymans informed me this morning that the position remained without 
change. The French Government persisted in their intention of controlling 
the railway and at the same time continued to press urgently for the con- 
clusion of a military agreement. The Belgian Government refused to com- 
mence a discussion of military matters which, to use M. Hymans’s expression, 
must be of an ‘intimate’ character so long as such a serious cause of disagree- 
ment as the Luxemburg railway question remained outstanding. 

This statement led His Excellency to recall the declarations made in the 
Chamber by M. Delacroix, and by himself,? that the basis of Belgian policy 
was reliance on both Great Britain and France. Affinities of language, 
literature and sentiment, as well as the practical reasons which arise from 
contiguous territory, induced many to advocate close relations with France 
alone, but the Government were not prepared to follow a course which might 
involve a diminution of Belgian independence and might serve in some degree 
to alienate British sympathy. 


1 Not printed. 
2 These had been reported in Brussels despatches Nos. 456 and 467 of Dec. 17 and 24, 
1919, not printed. M. Delacroix was Belgian Prime Minister, Nov. 1918—Nov. 1920. 
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The special desire of the Belgian Government was therefore, as I have 
before reported,3 that His Majesty’s Government should consent to take 
part in the consideration of some military arrangement. M. Hymans was 
quite aware of the feeling which exists in England against the acceptance of 
embarrassing engagements, but he had not in mind any agreement involving 
wide international obligations but only a discussion respecting the measures 
which the three countries, Great Britain, France and Belgium, should take 
in the event of unprovoked aggression upon this country. 

The defence of Belgium had been recognised by the Powers at Paris as a 
matter of international importance. Should France be crushed in a future 
war Belgium would certainly be crushed too, with the obvious consequence 
of imminent peril to Great Britain. If an exchange of views were to take 
place, and possibly a plan of campaign adopted, the Allies would not be 
found so unprepared as in 1914 and would be able in case of need to act with 
the promptitude which is essential at the moment of grave danger. In any 
combined effort for the protection of Western Europe not only the position 
but also the resources of Belgium must be taken into account, and the armed 
force of 350,000 men which she could put into the field was not to be despised. 

M. Hymans called upon me in very earnest language to lay these con- 
siderations before Your Lordship and to beg that some indication should be 
given as to whether His Majesty’s Government were prepared to enter into 
a discussion of the character proposed. The answer to this communication 
would help the Belgian Government to deal with perplexing questions in 
which the national interests were deeply concerned. 

I have, &c., 
F. H. VILuiers 


3 In Brussels despatches (not printed) No. 53 of Jan. 31 and No. 61 of Feb. 2, 1920. 


No. 7 
Letter from Sir F. Villiers (Brussels) to Earl Curzon 
[187529/2144/4) 
Private and Confidential BRUSSELS, March 22, 1920 


Dear Lord Curzon, 

I am anxious to call your special attention to my despatch No. 171 Con- 
fidential of the 2oth.! 

The Belgian Government are extremely desirous that we should consent 
to enter upon discussion of measures to be taken by the three countries— 
Great Britain, France & Belgium—in the event of unprovoked aggression 
upon this country. They do not suggest any engagements of an embarrassing 
kind but the conclusion of some arrangement, perhaps the adoption of a plan 
of campaign, so that we may be ready in case of need to face the necessities 


1 No. 6. 
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of a common danger. A military agreement was made by us with France, as 
you are aware, a year or two before the war. 

The Belgians do not undervalue the importance of the proposal which the 
French are urging upon them, but they earnestly desire to obtain our solid 
& more disinterested support.? 

I may mention that the French propaganda, about which I have reported, 
is in full swing. General de Castelnau} lectured here yesterday with Cardi- 
nal Mercier‘ presiding in the presence of the King & an eminent audience. 
His subject was the French soldier whom he eulogized for an hour & a half 
placing, for that period, the Belgian soldier on the same pinnacle. This gave 
great satisfaction. 

I do not think that these efforts will have any permanent result, still I 
should be very glad if we were to show some mark of interest. A sympathetic 
answer to the present appeal would have an excellent effect. 

Believe me, dear Lord Curzon, 
Yours sincerely, 
F. H. VIcviers 


2 For reference to subsequent Franco-Belgian discussions at Ypresyon the defence of 
Belgium and the desirability of British participation, see Vol. IX, No. 416. 

3 President of the Army Commission of the French Chamber of Deputies. 

* Archbishop of Malines, Primate of Belgium. 
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Record of a meeting in Parts of the Commission for the revision of the 
Treaties of 1839! 


No. 11 [Confidential/General/177/9] 
Procés-verbal No. 11.2 Séance du 23 mars 1920 


La séance est ouverte 4 17 heures, sous la présidence de M. LAROcHE, 
Président. 


Sont présents: 


M. Sargent et le Capitaine de vaisseau Fuller (Empire britannique) ; 
M. Laroche et M. Tirman (France); M. Ricci-Busatti (Jtalte); M. Yagoro 
Miura (Japon); M. Segers et M. de Bassompierre (Belgique); le Jonkheer 
R. de Marees van Swinderen et le Professeur Struycken (Pays-Bas). 


Assistent également a la séance: 


Le Capitaine de vaisseau Le Vavasseur, le Lieut'-Colonel Réquin et 


M. Charveriat (France); M. Yokoyama (Japon); M. Hostie (Belgique); 
M. Carsten (Pays-Bas). 


t i.e. the treaties which made the independence and neutrality of Belgium the subject of 
international guarantee: cf. B.F.S.P., vol. 27, pp. 990 ff. 

2 For the previous Procés-verbaux see Vol. V. These minutes of the eleventh meeting were 
not received in the Foreign Office until June 26, see No. 22, n. 3 below. 


Io 


Le Présment. Messieurs, l’Ambassade des Etats-Unis m’a fait savoir 
qu'elle avait regu communication des textes que nous allons examiner, mais 
qu’elle a da les envoyer 4 Washington, en demandant des instructions. 

Depuis notre derniére réunion,? il s’est écoulé un temps assez long, mais 

qui n’a pas été perdu. Comme il avait été convenu, des 
Projet de Traité Négociations se sont poursuivies entre les Délégations belge et 
hollando-belgeet wnéerlandaise, en vue d’arriver 4 des formules communes en 
projet de Traité ce qui concerne les voies navigables; en méme temps, des 
collectif négociations officieuses ont été poursuivies en vue d’arriver a 
un accord sur la question du traité collectif. 

Ces négociations paralléles ont eu des fortunes différentes: la premiére a 
abouti 4 un projet de traité que vous avez sous les yeux et qui régle, a la 
satisfaction des deux parties, la question des voies navigables (Voir Annexe IV 
ci-apres) ;+ la seconde, relative au traité collectif, a également abouti 4 un 
texte, mais qui n’est pas cependant celui qui avait été primitivement en- 
visagé. 

L’accord avait été sur le point de se faire sur une formule paraissant de 
nature a régler la question, suivant — c’est le cas de beaucoup de questions 
— un compromis, mais qui paraissait cependant répondre a ce qui avait été 
envisagé au début de nos travaux; a la suite de difficultés qui sont survenues, 
on n’a pu arriver a un accord complet sur la formule proposée. C’est alors 
que, a la faveur de l’entente 4 laquelle on était arrivé 4 propos des voies 
navigables, le projet de traité collectif que vous avez sous les yeux a pu étre 
élaboré d’accord avec les Délégations belge et néerlandaise. (Voir Annexe V 
ct-aprés.) 

Ceci dit, je donne la parole 4 Monsieur Segers, pour exposer les résultats 
auxquels sont arrivées les deux Délégations et les conditions dans lesquelles 
elles se sont mises d’accord. 

M. Secers (Belgique). La Commission ayant invité la Belgique et les 
Pays-Bas, ainsi que M. le Président vient de le rappeler, a rechercher en- 
semble des formules communes en ce qui concerne les demandes de la Bel- 
gique au point de vue fluvial et au point de vue économique, les Délégués 
des deux pays, d’accord avec leurs gouvernements respectifs, ont consigné le 
résultat de leurs travaux dans le projet de Traité qui a été communiqué a 
la Commission et dans le rapport et son annexe qui accompagnent le projet 
et qui l’expliquent et le compleétent, en indiquant divers accords intervenus 
entre parties. (Votr Annexe ITI ct-aprées.)* 

Je n’expliquerai pas ces documents; tous les membres de la Commission les 
connaissent. La Belgique compte bien que le Traité sera appliqué dans sa 
lettre et dans son esprit, de facon a lui donner les satisfactions qu’elle en 
attend. J’ajoute que quelques légéres modifications ont été apportées aux 
textes du Traité, du rapport et de son annexe, d’accord entre les Délégués des 
deux pays et leurs gouvernements respectifs. Nous nous ferons un devoir de les 
communiquer dés demain aux diverses Délégations. Elles n’ont d’ailleurs 


3 On Oct. 9g, 1919. See Vol. V, No. 178. 4 Not printed. 
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qu’une importance relative, et elles ne sauraient influencer l’opinion des 
Délégations. 

En ce qui concerne le traité collectif, qui a essentiellement un caractére 
politique, je désirerais lire une déclaration a la Commission. Peut-étre vous 
plairait-il, Messieurs, de terminer d’abord ce qui a trait au traité hollando- 
belge, qui est surtout d’ordre fluvial et économique. 

Le PrésipENT. M. van Swinderen a-t-il des observations 4 formuler sur 
ce traité? 

M. VAN SWINDEREN (Pays-Bas). Non, Monsieur le Président; nous espérons 
que les Délégués des autres Puissances trouveront dans le rapport tous les 
éclaircissements nécessaires; si d’ailleurs certains points ne paraissaient pas 
suffsamment clairs et précis, M. Segers, je pense, et moi, serions préts a 
donner toutes explications aux membres de la Commission. 

M. SEceErs. Parfaitement. 

LE PrésIDENT. Le projet de Traité que nous avons sous les yeux régle-t-il 
toutes les questions qui pouvaient rester en souffrance a propos de |’inter- 
pretation du traité de 1839 et aussi de la navigation de |’Escaut? 

M. Secers. A cet égard, deux questions, qui sont autant d’ordre politique 

que fluvial, restent en suspens. La premiére est relative a la 
Déclaration de ta 1+ erté de passage d ires d bel l’Escaut 
Dedlégation belge passage des navires de guerre belges par I’Escaut en 
temps de paix et en temps de guerre; la seconde vise les 
Wielingen. 

Je désire d’abord présenter une observation en ce qui concerne Ja ltberté 
de passage des navires de guerre belges par l’Escaut en temps de paix et en temps de 
guerre. 

Cette question, pas plus que les autres problémes qui touchent a la sécurité 
de la Belgique ne trouve sa solution dans le Traité. En conséquence, la 
Belgique maintient a cet égard son point de vue. 

Elle considére qu’elle doit avoir la liberté de ses communications avec la 
mer par |’Escaut, qui constitue sa voie d’accés naturelle, non seulement pour 
les navires de commerce, etc., mais aussi pour ses navires de guerre, d’autant 
plus que l’article XIV du Traité de 1839 est abrogé et que, d’ailleurs, ainsi 
que le faisait remarquer la Délégation belge au cours de la séance du 8 aout 
1919 de la Commission: «depuis l’indépendance de la Belgique. . . ,5 aussi 
longtemps que la Belgique entretint une marine militaire, ses navires 
entrérent a Anvers et en sortirent librement et y trouvérent souvent leur port 
d’attache. »® 

La Belgique n’ignore pas que la thése des Pays-Bas est, a ce sujet, différente 
de la sienne; mais elle tient 4 dire, pour éviter toute équivoque, qu’a ses 
yeux, cette question demeure tout entiére réservée et qu’a défaut d’un accord 
amiable a ce sujet, elle ne peut renoncer 4 ses prétentions. 

D’autre part, en ce qui concerne les Wielingen, le Gouvernement belge 
tient que, dans les eaux qui font face a son littoral a l’ouest de la prolongation 
en mer de la derniére section de la frontiére hollando-belge, et dans lesquelles 


5 Omission as in the filed copy. 6 See Vol. V, No. 54, pp. 160-1. 
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les hostilités contre le territoire belge se sont déroulées pendant quatre ans 
sans que les Pays-Bas y fassent une seule fois des objections, les droits de 
souveraineté de la Belgique sont entiers et exclusifs de tout droit de souver- 
aineté au profit de la Hollande et que des actes impliquant possession de 
pareils droits ne peuvent y étre accomplis que par le Gouvernement belge, 
ou avec son autorisation. 

Le Gouvernement belge ne saurait se départir dans l’avenir, de cette 
manieére de voir. 

M. vAN SWINDEREN (Pays-Bas). La Délégation néerlandaise tient a 
Déclaration du faire, a cet égard, la déclaration suivante, ne jugeant pas 


Gouvernement opportun d’entrer dés maintenant dans de plus amples 
néerlandais details: 


Quant a la question du passage des navires de guerre belges par les 
parties néerlandaises de |’Escaut, les Pays-Bas ne sauraient accepter un 
droit quelconque de la Belgique, ni pour le passé, ni pour l’avenir. Cela 
n’a jamais fait une question entre les deux pays; le droit que la Délégation 
belge a posé dans son exposé ne peut étre considéré de notre part, que 
comme une prétention toute nouvelle a laquelle manque tout fondement. 

Comme souverain de ces eaux, qui incontestablement font partie du 
territoire néerlandais, les Pays-Bas seuls sont a décider si et a quelles 
conditions, les navires de guerre belges peuvent y passer, aussi bien en 
temps de guerre qu’en temps de paix. 

Le différend des Wielingen se rapporte a la question de la souveraineté 
de l’accés principal de lEscaut. Depuis les temps les plus reculeés, les 
Pays-Bas se sont considérés comme souverains de cette partie tout entiére 
jusqu’en pleine mer. Les événements de la derniére guerre ne sont pas de 
nature a affaiblir ces droits de souveraineté. Aussi le Gouvernement néer- 
landais est résolu de les maintenir a l’avenir, de sorte que lui seul pourra 
accomplir des actes de souveraineté dans ces eaux. 


LE PrEsIDENT. Cette question a donné lieu a trop de longues négociations 
entre vous, pour que nous puissions espérer la résoudre. Je crois que ce qui 
nous reste a faire est de prendre acte des déclarations faites par les deux 
Délégations. 

Si vous n’y voyez pas d’inconvénient, nous pourrions les insérer dans le 
rapport de la Commission, qui doit marquer, je crois, tous les points qui 
n’ont pas été résolus par le Traité proposé. 

A ce propos, a-t-on fait quelque chose pour I’enclave de Baerle-Duc? 

M. Secers (Belgique). Aprés avoir négocié avec nos collégues néerlandais, 
nous sommes arrivés, de part et d’autre, a cette conviction que la facgon la 
plus pratique de résoudre en ce moment, cette question, était de faire entre 

., hous une convention additionnelle, qui ait trait 4 la question de 
Question dé Boerle-Duc, en méme temps qu’a certai ds _ relatifs 
Bacrle-Duc : ps qu’a certains accords relatifs aux 

chemins de fer et a la douane. 

Une des clauses de cette convention additionnelle vise Baerle-Duc. Une 
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solution définitive n’a pu encore étre trouvée. La clause a insérer dans cette 
convention serait la suivante: 


En attendant qu'il soit procédé a la délimitation éventuelle de la 
frontiére belgo-néerlandaise entre les bornes 214 et 215, le Gouvernement 
belge et le Gouvernement néerlandais s’engagent 4 accorder, dans toute 
la mesure du possible, dans les enclaves de Baerle[Baarle]-Hertog et de 
Baerle-Nassau et alentour de celles-ci, des facilités sous le rapport des 
formalités douaniéres et des droits dus a l’entrée et a la sortie. Le 
Gouvernement néerlandais s’engage, de plus, 4 ne pas exiger de cautionne- 
ment pour le passage par son territoire des marchandises allant de la 
Belgique vers Baerle-Hertog et inversement, tout en se réservant le droit 
d’exclure temporairement ou définitivement du bénéfice de cette dispense 
les personnes a la charge de qui des abus auraient été constatés. 


C’est la une premiére réglementation; nous espérons que, dans un délai 
rapproché, les deux Gouvernements pourront résoudre cette question d’une 
facon plus décisive. 

Le PrésmpenT. Si l’on n’y voit pas d’objection, nous dirons donc, dans le 
rapport général, que cette question de Baerle-Duc fera l’ objet d’un réglement 
direct entre les deux Gouvernements, dans les conditions qui viennent d’étre 
indiquées par M. Segers. 

Il me reste alors a demander a chaque Délégation si elle a des observa- 
tions a présenter au sujet du Traité hollando-belge proposé par les deux 
Délégations. 

M. SarGENT (Empire britannique). Le général Mance, qui avait pris part 
aux -travaux de la Commission jusqu’ici est absent; d’autre part, je n’ai pas 
encore regu d’instructions de mon Gouvernement. Dans ces conditions, je 
ne suis pas en mesure d’exprimer une opinion. 

M. Ricci-Busatti (/talve). Je crois n’avoir rien a dire en ce qui concerne le 
fond de la question; d’ailleurs, la Commission, je crois, n’a pas l’intention 
d’entrer dans les détails de ces dispositions sur lesquelles les deux pays 
intéressés sont tombés d’accord. 

Le PrésmpENT. Je rappelle, comme je le disais en débutant, que Il’Am- 
bassade des Etats-Unis attend des instructions de Washington. 

Messieurs, dans ces conditions, si nous sommes d’accord, nous passons 

a l’examen du traité collectif: il parait de nature a soulever le 
Saree minimum de difficultés, étant donné l’état négatif, j’ose dire, 
auquel il est réduit. 

D’une facon générale, le texte du traité collectif que nous avons sous les 
yeux, est celui qui avait été concerté entre les représentants de l’ensemble de la 
Commission, avec une différence, toutefois, qui porte sur l’article premier. 

L’article premier, en effet, dans lequel on visait un recours au Conseil de la 
Société des Nations pour établir les garanties nécessaires a disparu, et cette 
disparition a entrainé celle d’un certain nombre de considérants qui figuraient 
dans le préambule pour amener cet article premier. 

D’autre part, Pancien article premier se trouve aujourd’hui remplacé par 
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une stipulation qui, primitivement, avait été envisagée comme devant 
prendre place dans le Traité hollando-belge; trés justement, 4 mon sens, les 
deux Délégations belge et néerlandaise ont jugé que la suppression des clauses 
relatives a la neutralité de la Belgique et a la démilitarisation du port d’Anvers 
avaient un caractére essentiellement politique et qu’il était plus logique de les 
insérer dan sle Traité collectif, bien qu’en 1839 elles figurassent dans le Traité 
hollando-belge. Mais c’est qu’en 1839, une clause spéciale précisait que le 
Traité hollandc-belge faisait partie intégrante du Traité conclu entre les grandes 
Puissances, alors qu’aujourd’hul, la situation est toute différente: il est donc 
logique que ces dispositions d’ abrogation prennent place dansle Traité collectif. 
Je donne lecture du préambule: .. .7 


M. Ricci-Busatti (Jtalie). Ne serait-il pas plus exact, au deuxiéme alinéa, 
au lieu de «n’ont pas répondu », de dire «n’ont plus répondu », puisque c’est 
seulement aprés soixante-quinze années, que l’on constate cette défaillance? 

M. TirMAN (France). Il faudrait dire alors «ne répondent plus». 

M. Secers (Belgique). Je pense que les mots «n’ont pas répondu » rendent 
bien la pensée de M. Ricci-Busatti. 

LE PrésipenT. En effet, l’observation est peut-étre fondée en soi, mais 
nous aurions de la peine a trouver une autre formule. 

M. Tirman. On pourrait dire «Considérant que les événements de 1914 
ont démontré que ces stipulations ne répondaient pas a l’espoir . . . »8 

M. Secers (Belgique). C’est bonnet blanc et blanc bonnet. 

LE PrésmDENT. Nous ne modifions donc pas ce préambule. 

Il est adopteé. 

Article 1°. — Les Hautes Parties Contractantes reconnaissent comme 
abrogé le Traité conclu a Londres le 19 avril 1839, entre... 

M. Ricci-Busatri (Jtalie). L’abrogation dont il est parlé ici ressort du 
Traité; ne serait-il pas préférable de dire: 

«Les Hautes Parties Contractantes déclarent abrogés, le Traité con- 
clu...» 

J’ajoute que le traité de Versailles dit que l’Allemagne consent 4a cette 
abrogation. 

M. Secers. C’est trés juste. 

LE PrésipENT. Nous emploierions donc le verbe « déclarent » au début des 
deux alinéas. 

Mais, au deuxiéme alinéa, je proposerais une modification qui consisterait 
a dire: 

Les Hautes Parties Contractantes déclarent en outre abrogés |’ Article 7 
du Traité conclu a la méme date entre la Belgique et les Pays-Bas, en 
tant qu’il concerne la neutralité de la Belgique et Article 14 du méme 
Traité dont le contenu a été considéré... 

M. TrrMAn (France). Ne serait-il pas mieux encore de dire: «. . . dont le 
contenu fait corps avec les Traités.. . [?] » 


7 This preamble was identical with that in Annexe V below, and is not here reprinted. 
8 Omissions here and in the following paragraphs are as in the filed copy. 
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M. SEcERs. Les mots que l’on a employés ici sont ceux qui figurent dans le 
Traité de 1839. 

M. VAN SWINDEREN (Pays-Bas). Quelle objection fait-on a la rédaction 
proposée ici? 

M. TirMaNn. On voudrait éviter cette incidente: «...en tant qu’il con- 
cerne la neutralité de la Belgique. . .». 

D’ailleurs, cette question de la neutralité de la Belgique est de telle im- 
portance qu'elle justifierait un alinéa distinct figurant au frontispice du 
Traité. 

Le PrEsIDENT. On pourrait faire deux phrases, lune pour I’Article 7, 
Pautre pour l’Article 14. 

M. SEcERs. Y a-t-il grand profit a cette modification? Le texte me parait 
trés clair. 

LE PrésmDENT. Je trouve l’observation de M. Tirman fort juste et voici la 
rédaction que je proposerais: 

«Les Hautes Parties Contractantes déclarent en outre abrogé, en tant 
qu’il concerne la neutralité de la Belgique, l’Article 7 du Traité conclu a 
la méme date entre la Belgique et les Pays-Bas et dont le contenu a été 
considéré comme textuellement inséré dans les Traités visés a l’alinéa 1 
ci-dessus; elles déclarent également abrogé l’article 14 de ce méme 
Traité. .. » 

M. SEcers. Je ne m’oppose pas a cette modification, mais trouvez-vous 
la phrase plus claire que le texte primitif? 

Le Pré&sIDENT. Je le crois. 

M. vAN SWINDEREN (Pays-Bas). Je m’incline. 

LE PRESIDENT. Je n’y mets aucun amour-propre d’auteur, mais ainsi nous 
évitons toutes les incidentes, et nous coupons court a toute espéce de doute. 

L’article 1° ainsi modifié est adopté. 

Le Présiwent. «Article 2. — Les Etats-Unis d’Amérique, la Grande- 
Bretagne, la France, |’Italie et le Japon prennent acte de l’accord intervenu, 
a la date de ce jour, entre la Belgique et les Pays-Bas, a l’effet de modifier le 
Traité du 19 avril 1839 dont ces deux Puissances sont signataires. » 

Les Délégations belge et hollandaise ne seraient-elles pas d’avis qu'il y 
aurait lieu de dire ici, qu’on «prend acte du Traité intervenu» et non de 
«Paccord »? 

M. StruyckeEN (Pays-Bas). En tout cas, on pourrait supprimer les mots 
«a la date de ce jour»... 

LE PREsIDENT. C’est qu'il est entendu que tout scra signé le méme 
jour. 

M. StruyckeEN. Je l’espére; mais s’il y a des retards? 

LE PrésipENT. Nous sommes d’avis que tout doit étre signé le méme jour, 
comme l’ont été les Traités de 1839; autrement, il arriverait que les Puis- 
sances continueraient de garantir un Traité qui n’existerait plus. Reste 
seulement la question de procédure. 

M. Tirman (France). Est-ce que cette rédaction caractérise suffisamment 
le Traité de 1839 que I’on vise? 
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LE PrEsIDENT. En effet, on pourrait dire: 

4... le Traité du 19 avril 1839 dont ces deux Puissances sont seules 
signataires. » 

M. DE BassoMPIERRE (Belgique). Il n’y a qu’un des Traités du 19 avril 
1839 dont la Hollande et la Belgique soient signataires toutes deux. Le texte 
de l’article 2 ne préte donc 4 aucune confusion. 

M. Ricci-Busatti (Jétalte). Quelle est la portée exacte des mots « prennent 
acte..» étant donné que la situation respective des Traités sera différente de 
ce qu'elle était en 1839? 

LE PrEsIDENT. En 1839, les Puissances ont fait plus que de « prendre acte » 
du Traité hollando-belge; elle ont pris 4 leur compte. Aujourd’hui, nous 
détruisons le Traité de garantie, mais il a été entendu qu’on ne le détruirait 
que lorsque l’on aurait, en méme temps, les formules communes de la 
Belgique et de la Hollande en ce qui concerne les voies navigables. Pour se 
justifier d’abroger les Traités de 1839 et la garantie qu’ils contenaient, les 
Puissances prennent acte de ce qu’un accord est intervenu entre la Hollande 
et la Belgique. 

M. Ricci-Busatti. Je ne voulais que savoir s’il s’agissait bien ici d’une 
simple constatation. 

M. TirMan. II serait peut-étre utile de viser ce Traité dans le préambule. 

LE PrésweEntT. Nous ne l’avons pas fait, précisément en raison de cet 
article 2. 

L’article 2 est adopté. 

LE PrésiDENT. «Article 3. — Le présent Traité, ainsi que le Traité entre la 
Belgique et la Hollande visé 4 l’Article 2, seront, par les soins du Gouverne- 
ment de la République frangaise, notifiés a l’Allemagne et a l’Autriche (et a 
la Hongrie), en vue des engagements pris par ces deux Puissances dans les 
Articles 31 du Traité de Versailles du 28 juin 1919 et 83 du Traité de de 
[ste] Saint-Germain-en-Laye du 10 septembre 1919. 

Ne pourrions-nous pas prévoir ici que le Traité hongrois serait signé au 
moment ot serait signé le « présent Traité» et dire: 

«... notifiés 4 l’Allemagne, a l’Autriche et 4 la Hongrie, en vue de 
observation des engagements pris par ces Puissances. » 

Ainsi, on éviterait de viser les articles des différents Traités signés ou a 
intervenir. 

M. Ricci-Busatri (Jtalie). Reste a savoir si le «présent Traité» ne sera 
pas signé avant le Traité avec la Hongrie. 

LE PrésipENnT. C’est pourquoi je proposais d’arréter le texte aprés les mots 
«... des engagements pris par ces Puissances». C’est dans la notification a 
faire 4 ces Puissances, qu’on visera l’article du Traité auquel il faut se référer 
et en vertu duquel on fait cette notification. 

M. Ricci-Busatti. Ne pourrait-on combiner cet article avec le suivant? 

LE PrésipenT. II y a des voisinages qu’il vaut mieux éviter. 

M. SecErs (Belgique). Il est a craindre que le lecteur ne saisisse pas bien les 
modifications proposées. Comprendra-t-il que les trois Puissances visées sont 
obligées de respecter le « présent Traité » et qu’elles ont pris des engagements 
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ace sujet? Il reste si peu de chose dans ce Traité, qu’il conviendrait au moins 
qu'il dise clairement qu’il lie les trois Puissances ennemies. 

Et puisque nous ignorons encore si le Traité hongrois aura été ou non 
signé lor[s]que nous signerons le « présent Traité», ne pourrait-on pas dire: 
«... en vue de l’observation des engagements pris ou a prendre par ces Puis- 
sances». Au reste, si le Traité avec la Hongrie prévoit que ce pays sera lié 
par le Traité que nous faisons, la rédaction actuelle me parait suffisante. 

Le PrEsmDenT. Si vous le voulez bien, nous communiquerons ce texte aux 
juristes, en les priant de nous fournir une rédaction omnibus répondant a 
toutes les éventualités. 

M. Ricci-Busatri. II serait peut-étre inutile de faire cette notification: 
les Traités étant publiés, engagement existe par ce seul fait. 

Le Préswenr. Il faut notifier, puisque les trois Etats ont déclaré ou 
déclareront qu’ils sont obligés de reconnaitre le «présent Traité». Mais, je 
le répéte, nous pouvons consulter les juristes auxquels M. Ricci-Busatti 
pourra faire part de notre désir et de nos angoisses a l’égard de cet article 3. 
D’autre part, il serait entendu que, le cas échéant, le Gouvernement francais 
sera autorisé a ajouter l’article du Traité avec la Hongrie qui aura été signé, 
je Pespére, avant que le « présent Traité» ne le soit. Il est probable, en effet, 
que la réponse des Alliés va étre remise 4 la Hongrie d’ici une dizaine de 
jours, aprés quoi on donnera a la Hongrie un délai trés court pour accepter 
ou refuser le Traité.9 

On procédera pour la Hongrie comme on !’a fait pour les autres Etats; on 
lui accordera un délai trés court. 

M. vAN SWINDEREN (Pays-Bas). Alors, nous nous en tenons au texte 
primitif? 

LE PrEsIDENT. Oul; toutefois, nous ajoutons a la fin de l’article, le mot 
«et» que lon fera suivre de la mention du Traité avec la Hongrie et de 
larticle de ce Traité prévoyant l’engagement a prendre par elle. 

(L’article 3 est adopte.) 

Le PréswENnT. «Article 4.—Dés qu’un Gouvernement russe aura été 
reconnu par les Hautes Parties Contractantes, la Russie sera invitée a donner 
son adhésion au présent Traité. » 

M. Ricci-Busatt1 (Italie). Cette disposition est-elle assez claire? I] pourra 
y avoir plusieurs Gouvernements russes. 

LE PrésiDENT. Je ne crois pas qu'il soit possible de prévoir une recon- 
naissance de plusieurs Gouvernements russes; ll n’y aura qu’une Russie 
portant ce nom. 

M. Ricci-Busatt1. Vous considérez que tous les engagements pris par 
l’ancienne Russie passeront intégralement et exclusivement a l’Etat, grand 
ou petit, qui portera encore ce nom? 

LE PréstmDENT. Je verrais les plus graves objections, au point de vue 
politique, 4a mentionner ]’éventualité, la possibilité d’admettre un seul instant 
qu’il puisse y avoir plusieurs Russies; le Gouvernement francais ne pourrait 
l’admettre. 

9 See Nos. 139 and 149, § 9, below. 
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Le Lieut'-Colonel Réguin (France). Cette formule est celle qui figure 

déja dans d’autres Traités. 
L’article 4 est adopte. 

LE PréswwentT. Nous arrivons alors a la derniére disposition: 

«Le présent Traité sera ratifié aussitot que possible. 

«Le dépét des ratifications sera effectué a Paris et le Traité entrera en 
vigueur dés qu’il aura été ratifié par celles des Hautes Parties Contractantes 
qui étaient signataires des Traités du 19 avril 1839. » 

Voici la raison de cette disposition: 

La Belgique et les Pays-Bas sont extrémement désireux — et cela se concoit 
— de voir ce Traité entrer en vigueur aussit6t que possible, et spécialement 
le Traité économique. Or, M. Neilson,'® avant son départ, avait fait allusion 
aux difficultés que rencontrerait vraisemblablement la ratification du Traité 
aux Etats-Unis et il a fallu par suite, chercher une formule satisfaisante: il a 
paru naturel alors de faire allusion 4 celles «des Hautes Parties Contractantes 
qui étaient signataires des Traités du 19 avril 1839». Pour celles-la, il est 
indispensable que leur signature figure au bas du « présent Traité ». 

Messieurs, je désirerais soulever une question de procédure relativement, 
non pas seulement 4a la ratification, mais aussi 4 la signature du Traité. 

J’avais envisagé qu’avant notre prochaine réunion qui pourrait étre 
fixée 4 aprés-demain, pour prendre connaissance du projet de rapport et 
nous mettre d’accord, on pourrait proposer, si les termes du Traité sont 
adoptés, un délai pour sa signature a Paris; pendant ce délai, les Puissances 
signataires seraient considérées comme participantes et, aprés ce délai, les 
Puissances non signataires du Traité de 1839, mais nommeées dans le présent 
Traité, pourraient adhérer. 

Cette procédure visait la situation dans laquelle nous sommes vis-a-vis des 
Etats-Unis; on ne saurait retarder indéfiniment la signature de ce Traité. 

Nous pourrions donc dire que le «présent Traité » serait signé le 15 mai, 
par exemple, date jusqu’a laquelle les Puissances seraient invitées a envoyer 
leurs pouvoirs; celles qui auraient été en régle avant cette date, seraient 
participantes; quant aux autres, elles pourraient ultérieurement, sans qu’il 
soit fixé de délai, adhérer au Traité. 

Reste cependant 4 savoir si le fait que la Délégation britannique n’a pas 
d’instructions, ne sera pas une cause de retard; je lui demanderais donc de 
vouloir bien considérer comme recu provisoirement par elle, le rapport, et de 
le transmettre 4 son Gouvernement; nous nous réunirons une fois de plus 
s'il devait surgir des objections de la part du Gouvernement britannique. 

S’il n’y avait pas d’objection de ce coté, nous considérerions le rapport 
comme adopté et il serait entendu que les délais courraient jusqu’au 15 mal. 

M. SarGcEenT (Empire britannique). Je ne pense pas avoir de réponse pour 
aprés-demain. 

Le PrésipenT. Nous pourrions procéder dans les conditions provisoires 
que je viens d’indiquer. 

[M. SarcEenT et le Commandant FuLier (Empire britannique) ainsi que 

10 Delegate of the U.S.A. 
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le Capitaine de vaisseau LE VAVASSEUR (France) se retirent pour aller assister 
a la séance du Conseil des Ambassadeurs. | 

M. SEcERS (Belgique). Je n’ai pas d’objection a présenter quant ala 
Déclaration de la procédure, mais je désire faire une déclaration au sujet de 
Délégation belge Vensemble du Traité: 


Au cours d’une réunion officieuse tenue le 4 décembre dernier, a 
laquelle assistaient des Délégués de toutes les Puissances représentées dans 
cette Commission, un projet de Traité collectif a été communiqué aux 
Délégués belges et néerlandais."! 

Ces derniers ont déclaré l’accepter. 

Les Délégués belges ont réservé l’opinion de leur Gouvernement. 

Le Gouvernement belge n’a pas accepté le projet. Il n’a pu admettre 
article 1* aux termes duquel il serait déterminé ultérieurement, sous les 
auspices du Conseil de la Société des Nations «quelles dispositions de- 
vraient étre prises, pour le maintien de la paix générale, en substitution 
des garanties stipulées par les Traités du 19 avril 1839». 

La Délégation belge désire faire connaitre 4 la Commission les motifs de 
cette décision. 

Elle doit rappeler au préalable certaines déclarations émises, certains 
principes admis, par les Représentants des Puissances participant 4 la 
révision des Traités de 1839 et qui ont déterminé son gouvernement a 
rejeter l’article précité de l’avant-projet du 4 décembre 1919. 

Par sa résolution du 8 mars 1919, le Conseil supréme des Alliés, faisant 
siennes les conclusions de la Commission des Affaires belges, a décidé que 
les Traités de 1839 devaient étre revisés dans l’ensemble de leurs clauses 
et que le but de cette révision était: 1° de libérer la Belgique de la limita- 
tion des ouveraineté que lui avaifen]t imposée les Traités de 1839; 2° de 
supprimer, tant pour elle que pour la paix générale, les risques et incon- 
vénients divers résultant desdits Traités. 

Cette résolution fut portée a la connaissance du Gouvernement néer- 
landais a la date du 13 mars, par une communication du Ministre des 
Affaires étrangéres de la République frangaise. Le Gouvernement néer- 
landais accepta l’invitation a participer a la révision des Traités de 1839, 
sans formuler aucune réserve ni objection visant les buts assignés a la 
procédure en révision par le concert des Puissances alliées et associées. 

Le 4 juin 1919, le Conseil des Ministres des Affaires étrangéres des prin- 
cipales Puissances alli¢es et associ¢es vota une résolution en vertu de laquelle 
les Puissances, ayant reconnu nécessaire la révision des Traités de 1839, 
confiaient 4 une Commission comprenant le[s] représentants des Etats-Unis, 
de l’Empire britannique, de la France, de I’Italie, du Japon, de la Belgique 
et des Pays-Bas, le soin d’étudier les mesures devant résulter de cette 
révision «et de leur soumettre des propositions n’impliquant ni transfert de 
souveraineté territoriale, ni création de servitudes internationales ».3 

11 See Vol. V, No. 288. 


12 See F.R.U.S. The Paris Peace Conference 1919, vol. iv, pp. 270-1. 
13 See Vol. V, No. 39, Annex III, doc. 1. 
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A la date du 14 juin, le Gouvernement du Roi consentit 4 adhérer a 
cette résolution, sous réserve «que la procédure indiquée ne pourrait avoir 
pour effet d’empécher l’examen et l’adoption de toutes les mesures in- 
dispensables pour supprimer les risques et les inconvénients auxquels les 
Traités de 1839 exposent la Belgique et la paix générale, et pour garantir 
a la Belgique son libre développement économique aussi bien que son 
entiére sécurité ».!4 

Le rapprochement de ces deux résolutions fait apparaitre clairement la 
tache assignée a notre Commission: Elle avait 4 formuler, dans le cadre que 
lui tragait la résolution du 4 juin, des propositions, autrement dit, des 
solutions propres 4 réaliser le but général de la révision, tel que l’avait 
défini la résolution du 8 mars. 

La Commission des XIV a tenu sa premiére séance le 29 juillet 1919.'5 
Plusieurs réunions ont été consacrées 4 l’exposé de la thése du Gouverne- 
ment belge. C’est le 9 aoiit qu’ont été développées devant la Commission 
les conclusions politiques de cette thése.6 Ayant consciencieusement 
recherché des solutions n’impliquant ni transfert de souveraineté, ni 
création de servitudes internationales, la Belgique pensait trouver dans 
la conclusion d’arrangements militaires avec la Hollande, le moyen de 
remédier, dans la mesure encore possible, aux dangers résultant pour sa 
sécurité, de la possession par les Pays-Bas du Limbourg transmosan et du 
Bas-Escaut. Dans le systéme présenté par la Délégation belge, ces arrange- 
ments, destinés 4 assurer le maintien de la paix, étaient de ceux que 
l’article 21 du Pacte de la Société des Nations déclare compatibles avec ses 
dispositions, mais ils ne devaient pas se conclure a la faveur d’une inter- 
vention active du Conseil de la Société des Nations qui dans l’espéce 
pourrait éventuellement se récuser. 

Consus dans l’esprit du Pacte, ces arrangements devaient tendre, comme 
on |’a dit, a rendre effectives les dispositions des articles 10 et 16 du Pacte. 

Dans leur réponse du 20 aoitt,!7 les délégués néerlandais, sans repousser 
catégoriquement les suggestions des délégués belges, déclarérent que 
exposé belge ne les avait pas convaincus de la nécessité de subordonner 
le systeme néerlandais de défense du Limbourg au systéme belge, et ajou- 
térent que les arrangements envisagés pour la défense de la Belgique sur 
le Bas-Escaut étaient inadmissibles, tout au moins, dans la forme ow ils 
avaient été présentés. 

A la séance du 16 septembre,'® Monsieur le Président de la Commission, 
au nom de l’unanimité des Délégués des Puissances alli¢es et associées, a 
bien voulu faire l’exposé des conclusions inspirées a ceux-ci par l’audition 
des théses belge et néerlandaise. 

Pour l’Escaut, cette conclusion était que le maintien de la situation 
actuelle constituait la meilleure garantie pour la Belgique et pour ses 
Alliés; mais cette conclusion était, comme le Président 1’a fait immédiate- 
ment remarquer, condttvonnée par celle des Délégués des Puissances alliées 


4 Ibid., doc. 2. 13 See Vol. V, No. 39. 16 Ibid., No. 58. 
17 Tbid., No. 81. 8 Tbid., No. 132. 
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et associées relativement 4 la Meuse et au Limbourg. Or, sur ce point de 
la défense du Limbourg, voici comment s’exprimait M. Laroche: 

«Si l’on s’en tient 4 une défense du Limbourg par les seuls moyens du 
Gouvernement néerlandais, c’est-a-dire a une défense purement locale, 
tous nos experts militaires ont été absolument unanimes a deéclarer 
qu’elle ne peut étre considérée comme sérieuse. La défense du Limbourg 
ne peut étre assurée par des troupes qui sont expos¢ées a se voir coupées de 
leur pays en quelques heures. Elle n’est possible que si ces troupes ont 
leurs communications assurées vers l’Ouest, c’est-a-dire en territoire belge. 
Cette constatation montre a elle seule gu’un accord est indispensable entre les 
deux pays directement intéressés. 

«C’est pourquoi les Délégués des grandes Puissances, a Punanimité, ont pensé 
qu’il était indispensable que l’intention, la volonté du Gouvernement 
néerlandais fit mise en face de ces réalités et qu’un plan fut concerté entre 
les Etats-Majors belge et hollandais pour établir les conditions de la défense du 
Limbourg et Pappui que la Hollande pourrait trouver du coté belge. » 

Les suggestions des Délégués des principales puissances alliées et asso- 
ciées furent remises ensuite aux Délégués belges et néerlandais sous forme 
écrite, On lit dans ce document: 

«Les Délégués sont d’accord sur les principes suivants: 

1° La défense de la Meuse et du Limbourg, condition essentielle de la 
sécurité de la Belgique, doit faire l’objet d’un plan concerté entre la 
Belgique et la Hollande. 

2° Siles deux Etats font partie de la Société des Nations, ce plan nécessaire 
est a établir en application du principe posé aux articles 16 et 17 du Pacte. 

3° Si la Hollande n’était pas membre de la Société, ce plan, également 
indispensable, devrait viser exclusivement le cas de violation du territoire 
hollandais que le Gouvernement des Pays-Bas considére comme un casus 
bell: immeédiat. » 

En définitive, les Délégués des Puissances alliées et associées se déclaraient 
en faveur de la thése belge; s’ils repoussaient les demandes belges relatives 
a la défense de l’Escaut en invoquant des arguments que le conseiller 
militaire de la Délégation belge s’est attaché a réfuter, c’est qu’ils esti- 
maient que la question de cette défense ne pourrait plus se poser, une 
nouvelle invasion de la Belgique devant étre rendue impossible par l’adop- 
tion d’un plan concerté entre la Belgique et la Hollande pour la défense de 
la Meuse. «Ce que nous entendons par «garantir lintégrité territoriale », 
déclarait M. le Lieutenant-Colonel Réquin a la séance du 19 septembre de 
la Sous-Commission militaire et navale,!9 c’est empécher que le territoire 
soit violé et envahi. Voila pourquoi I’Etat-Major francais, et avec lui je 
crois, tous les Etats-Majors alli¢s et associés, ont écarté lidée qu’aprés 
avoir vaincu |’Allemagne ... nous puissions admettre encore que la Bel- 
gique soit contrainte de se défendre dans le réduit de l’Escaut et d’Anvers. 
Ce serait la faillite de tout ce que nous avons fait pour nous préserver d’un retour 
offensif de ? Allemagne. » 

19 Vol. V, No. 136, pp. 543-4. 
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Le 9 octobre 1919, la Délégation hollandaise fit connaitre sa réponse 
aux suggestions du Président de la Commission.?° 

Elle se rallia 4 l’opinion que les Pays-Bas ne sauraient mieux servir la 
cause de la sécurité de la Belgique du cété de l’Escaut, qu’en y maintenant 
le statu quo. 

Mais elle refusa tout arrangement militaire avec la Belgique pour la dé- 
fense de la Meuse. Elle accepta uniquement de faire examiner par la Société 
des Nations la question de la défense de la Meuse et du Limbourg et celle, 
en général, de l’intégrité du territoire néerlandais considérée comme un 
élément dans le maintien de la paix générale. 

Immeédiatement, la Délégation belge fit entendre qu’elle ne pensait pas 
qu'une solution pourrait intervenir dans cette voie. Elle prit soin de 
souligner que les travaux de la Commission des XIV, si les vues de la 
Délégation néerlandaise devaient prévaloir, aboutiraient a ne rien donner 
a la Belgique au point de vue de sa sécurité. La révision des Traités de 
1839 se bornerait a une constatation de quelques vérités sur lesquelles 
toutes les Puissances étaient d’accord avant la constitution de la Com- 
mission, telles, indépendance de la Belgique et la suppression de sa 
neutralité conventionnelle. 

En ce qui concerne spécialement lusage de l’Escaut, en temps de 
guerre, par les navires de guerre, la Délégation belge fit observer que la 
liberté de passage devait étre réservée a la Belgique. 

Le g octobre, sur la proposition de son Président, la Commission décida 
que, les discussions ayant épuisé le fond du débat, l’on chercherait a 
rédiger des articles de Traité pour voir si l’on n’arriverait pas a mettre 
toutes les Délégations d’accord sur des textes.?! 

Plusieurs formules et avant-projets de Traité virent successivement le 
jour. Toutes ces formules révélent qu’a dater de ce moment la Commission, 
devant l’impossibilité de réaliser Punanimité, renonga virtuellement a s’acquitter 
de la mission qui lui avait été confiée, c’est-a-dire a formuler des proposi- 
tions tendant a supprimer pour la Belgique et pour la paix générale les 
risques et les inconvénients divers résultant des Traités de 1839. Aucun de 
ces avant-projets, en effet, ne comportait de solution du probléme de la 
sécurité de la Belgique. Tous, sous une forme qui alla se précisant de plus 
en plus, renvoyaient la discussion de ce probléme au Conseil de la Société 
des Nations. 

Le projet du 4 décembre,?? pas plus que les autres formules qui ont été 
examinées auparavant, n’apportait a la Belgique [assurance que la Société des 
Nations lut donnerait les garanties que la Commission des XIV a estimé tndispen- 
sables, mais qu’elle-méme n’a pu lui procurer. 

Bien plus, rien ne garantissait que cette nouvelle juridiction, appelée a 
se prononcer sur l’ensemble de |’affaire et en toute liberté, ne remettratt pas 
en question le principe fondamental sur lequel les Puissances alli¢es et 
associées avaient marqué leur accord, a savoir que la suppression en droit 
de la neutralité belge, détruite en fait par l’acte de deux de ses garants, 

20 Ibid., No. 178. 21 Tbid., pp. 656-61. 22 Ibid., No. 288. 
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imposait V’octrot a la Belgique d’ autres garantwes qui puissent remplacer complétement 
la sécurité que la neutralité perpétuelle avait eu pour but de lut donner. 

Dans ces conditions, le Gouvernement du Roi a jugé que c’eiit été 
donner une confiance illusoire 4 lopinion que d’accepter le projet du 
4 décembre, en tant qu’il comportait le renvoi a la Société des Nations, 
avec obligation pour la Belgique d’accepter ses décisions, du soin de 
déterminer souverainement «quelles dispositions devraient étre prises, 
pour le maintien de la paix générale, en substitution des garanties stipulées 
par les Traités du 19 avril 1839». 

Si la Délégation belge se rallie au projet de traité collectif présenté par 
M. le Président de la Commission au début de la séance de ce jour, bien 
qu’il ne contienne plus que la suppression de la neutralité conventionnelle 
de la Belgique, c’est pour que la disparition d’une limitation imposée a 
la souveraineté de notre pays en 1839, disparition déja évidente en fait, 
soit juridiquement consacrée par un Traité. 

La Délégation belge a le regret de devoir constater, en conclusion, que 
la Belgique n’obtient point, par la révision des Traités de 1839, les garanties 
que les grandes Puissances, par l’organe de leurs Délégués a la Commis- 
sion des XIV, ont déclaré[es] indispensables et qu’elles s’étaient donné 
pour tache de lui procurer. 

La Belgique, pleinement indépendante, est dés lors en droit de compter 
qu’elle rencontrera le concours de ces Puissances pour établir de concert 
avec elles, au moyen d’arrangements militaires, les garanties nécessaires 
a sa sécurité et a la paix générale. 


LE PrésipENT. Je remercie M. Segers de cette déclaration qui figurera 
au procés-verbal de cette séance; mais je ne crois pas qu’il soit possible de 
Pannexer a notre rapport qui sera publié; elle entre dans de nombreux dé- 
tails et elle fait allusion a des discussions qu’il y aurait inconvénient a publier. 

M. SEcERS (Belgique). Je présume cependant, Monsieur le Président, que 
les procés-verbaux de nos séances n’ont pas un caractére privé. 

Le Pré£sIDEnT. Ils sont pour l’information des Gouvernements; mais ils ne 
sont pas destinés a étre publics. 

M. SEcers. I] serait difficile aux Gouvernements de ne pas les soumettre 
a leurs Parlements. Il me semble qu’ils font partie essentielle de la dis- 
cussion. 

LE PrésIDENT. I] a été toujours entendu que, dans les discussions qui ont 
eu lieu dans les diverses commissions de la Conférence de la Paix, les avis 
exprimés en toute franchise ne pourraient pas étre livrés a la publicité; les 
procés-verbaux doivent donc demeurer privés. 

Il est évident que tous les Gouvernements demandant la ratification du 
Traité peuvent communiquer a leur Parlement, a titre confidentiel, tous les 
renseignements qu’ils croient bon de lui donner. Je ne m’oppose donc pas a 
ce qu'il soit donné connaissance, a des Commissions parlementaires, de ce 
qui s’est passé dans cette Commission; mais, pour ma part, je me verrais 
forcé de faire les plus grandes réserves si les Gouvernements représentés ici 
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publiaient ce qui s’y est passé, sous forme de Livre Faune, par exemple, ou 
en faisaient état a la tribune. 

En renseignant nos Commissions parlementaires, nous ne le faisons pas 
sous forme de communications intégrales et, d’autre part, je ne voudrais 
pas qu’a une tribune, on rendit publiques les opinions formulées par tel ou 
tel d’entre nous. 

M. Secers. Dans une question aussi importante pour la Belgique et en 
présence du résultat auquel aboutit notre Commission, le Gouvernement 
belge a, je pense, le devoir d’éclairer complétement le Parlement. D’autre 
part, nous comprenons tous qu’une certaine discrétion s’impose quand i 
s'agit de rapporter ou de commenter l’avis des membres des Délégations. 

Quant a la déclaration que je viens de lire, je transmettrai 4 mon 
Gouvernement le désir exprimé par M. le Président; mais je crois pouvoir 
dire que nous ne pourrons échapper a la nécessité de faire la lumiére au 
sujet du résultat auquel nous aboutissons. 

Le PrésweEnt. Dans cette limite, vous étes libres de le faire; ce que je 
demande, c’est que cette déclaration ne mette pas en cause directement telle 
ou telle Délégation. 

Je vous communiquerai un projet de rapport dans lequel il est déja fait 
allusion a ce que vient de dire M. Segers, mais cette allusion est discréte 
et ne met personne en cause. Vous pouvez préciser davantage, mais je 
vous demande de ne pas préciser trop. 

M. SEcErRs (Belgique). Je ne doute pas que le Département des Affaires 
étrangéres ne s inspire de ce qui est la tradition et n’observe la discrétion 
voulue dans les débats qui s’imposent; son intention sera, sans doute, de 
dire ce qui lui semble nécessaire. 

Le PréswwEnT. Pour faire ratifier le Traité par les Chambres frangaises, 
nous avons été obligés de donner des renseignements trés complets, mais on 
n’a pas fait état de pieces confidentielles et on a évité de mettre en cause 
Pattitude de telle ou telle Délégation. Ce quia pu y étre dit, les parle- 
mentaires l’ont trouvé je ne sais ou. 

Sous cette réserve, la déclaration de M. Segers figurera au procés-verbal de 
cette séance. 

M. Secers. A propos de la question des Wielingen il existe un différend; 
on nous a demandé en quoi il consiste. Désire-t-on que nous en parlions en 
ce moment ou faut-il nous contenter de déposer une note? Nous n’avons, 
en effet, jamais parlé de cette question devant la Commission. 

Le PrésmpENT. Si vous le voulez bien, les deux Délégations belge et 
hollandaise pourraient nous envoyer une note. 

Il en est ainsi décidé. (Vor les notes, Annexes I et II.) 

M. Ricci-Busatti (ftalie). A la réflexion, 11 me vient a [esprit un 
scrupule juridique relativement a cette modification de l’article 1* dont je 
suis l’auteur. 

Nous disons que: «Les Hautes Parties Contractantes déclarent 
abrogé ..... »; est-ce bien a des Etats comme I’Italie ou le Japon qui 
n’ont pas été Parties aux Traités de 1839, de faire cette déclaration qui les 
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abroge? Neserait-il pas mieux de dire: « Les Hautes Parties Contractantes dé- 
clarent et reconnaissent, chacune en ce qui la concerne, comme abrogé.....». 

Le PREsIDENT. Si vous le voulez bien, c’est encore une question que 
nous pourrions soumettre aux juristes. 

M. Riccr-Busatti. C’est cela; le Comité des juristes se réunira demain a 
14 heures 30. Je vous apporterai sa réponse a notre prochaine séance. 

M. Secers. Est-ce qu’un Délégué belge et un Délégué néerlandais ne 
pourraient pas assister 4 cette séance du Comité de rédaction? II faudrait 
éviter de revenir ici avec un texte remettant tout en question. 

LE PRESIDENT. Je n’y verrais aucun inconvénient; je dois dire, toute- 
fois, que le Comité des juristes, dans ce cas, ne procédera pas comme il le 
fait pour les Traités avec les Puissances ex-ennemies; nous lui demandons 
simplement une consultation que nous rapportera M. Ricci-Busatti. 

Je vous propose, Messieurs, de nous réunir jeudi a 16 heures et demie; 
d’ici 1a j’espére étre en mesure de vous faire distribuer un projet de rapport. 

M. SEcErRs (Belgique). Je présume que ce rapport, s'il ne reproduit pas 
intégralement notre déclaration, en fera cependant mention et que cette 
déclaration sera insérée au procés-verbal. 

LE PRESIDENT. Je vous communiquerai mon projet de rapport; vous 
indiquerez ce que vous croirez devoir y introduire.?3 

S’il n’y a plus d’observations, il est donc entendu que nous nous réunirons 
jeudi 25 mars, a 16 heures et demie. 

La séance est levée 4 18 heures 30. 

23 A footnote printed in the filed copy reads: ‘II n’a pas été donné suite au projet de 


rapport du Président, car la Commission a cessé de se réunir aprés le 23 mars 1920, les 
points de vue des Parties intéressées n’ayant pu étre rapprochés a cette époque.’ 


ANNEX I To No. 8 
Note de la Délégation belge 


(31 mars 1920) 


La Délégation néerlandaise a formulé, au nom du Gouvernement néer- 
landais, une revendication a la souveraineté des Pays-Bas sur la passe entiére 
des Wielingen. Un seul argument, d’ordre historique, a été invoqué: 
Depuis les temps les plus reculés, les Pays-Bas se seraient considérés comme 
souverains de cette passe jusqu’en pleine mer. 

Il est un principe universellement admis par toute la doctrine du droit des 
gens et par toutes Ics législations: c’est qu’un Etat souverain qui posséde des 
cétes maritimes, exerce, en vertu de sa souveraineté méme, certains droits de 
juridiction sur les eaux qui baignent ses cétes. 

Une exception a une régle de droit commun ne peut se présumer. Elle ne 
saurait exister qu’en vertu d’une disposition conventionnelle claire et précise. 

Les conditions géographiques qui existent le long de la céte belge font 
que si les prétentions formulées par la Délégation néerlandaise — et selon 
lesquelles le royaume des Pays-Bas serait souverain de la passe entiére des 
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Wielingen — étaient fondées, elles auraient pour conséquence d’enlever a la 
juridiction de la Belgique une partie des eaux qui, longeant la céte maritime 
de ce dernier pays, doivent étre soumises normalement a la souveraineté 
belge. 

Il y aurait exception au droit commun, dérogation a la souveraineté 
normale de la Belgique, servitude de souveraineté dans les eaux cOtié¢res 
belges au profit des Pays-Bas. 

Rien de tout cela ne peut exister en dehors d’une convention précise. 

Une telle convention n’existe pas. 

Ce sont les Traités du 19 avril 1839 qui ont partagé entre la Belgique et la 
Hollande les territoires de l’ancien royaume des Pays-Bas. Ce qui a pu se 
passer dans les «temps plus reculés», et le Gouvernement belge fait toutes 
ses réserves a cet égard, est sans effet sur la situation actuelle. De 1815 
jusqu’a la division du royaume des Pays-Bas, les eaux baignant la céte belge 
et les eaux baignant les cétes néerlandaises se sont trouvées sous l’empire 
d’une souveraineté unique. 

Si la souveraineté belge n’était pas aujourd’hui entiére dans les eaux 
littorales du royaume, ce ne pourrait étre que par l’effet d’une stipulation 
des Traités de séparation du 19 avril 1839, stipulation qui aurait partagé 
d’une maniére non conforme au droit commun, le domaine maritime pré- 
cédemment indivis de la Hollande et de la Belgique. 

Or, il n’y a pas un mot dans les Traités de 1839 qui témoigne d’une inten- 
tion quelconque de la part d’une des parties, de diminuer les droits normaux 
de la Belgique sur les eaux baignant la cote belge. 

I] n’a jamais été fait mention, au cours des longs pourparlers qui ont pré- 
cédé la signature de ces Traités, d’une question des Wielingen. Ce nom n’a 
pas été prononcé. 

Il est, au contraire, établi directement par une correspondance entre les 
Gouvernements belge et néerlandais en 1845 que ces deux Gouvernements 
ont interprété les Traités comme n’ayant pas apporté de dérogation aux 
droits normaux de la Belgique sur les eaux littorales belges. 

Le 2 juin 1845 le Comte Goblet d’Alviella, Ministre des Affaires Etrangéres 
de Belgique, chargea le Baron Prisse, son représentant a La Haye, de faire 
remarquer au Gouvernement néerlandais que les conventions de limites 
entre les deux pays n’avaient pas fixé exactement la ligne séparative de la 
mer territoriale des Pays-Bas et de la Belgique et que l’intérét des deux 
parties était de bien préciser cette ligne en vue de l’exercice des droits de 
juridiction de chacune dans ses eaux respectives.*4 

La ligne que le Gouvernement belge indiquait comme la limite normale 
était une droite tirée vers la mer au point d’aboutissement de la frontiére 
terrestre, ce qui edit été contraire aux Traités si ceux-ci eussent donné des 
droits de souveraineté a l’Etat néerlandais dans les eaux situées devant le 
littoral belge. 

Le Gouvernement néerlandais ne contesta nullement la justesse du point 
du vue adopté par le Ministre des Affaires Etrangéres de Belgique. _ 

4 The text of Comte Goblet d’Alviella’s despatch of June 2, 1845, was printed in a footnote. 
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Sa réponse ne fait mention d’aucune revendication par la Hollande de 
droits quelconques dans les eaux faisant face au littoral belge. S’il déclina, 
par une lettre du Ministre des Affaires Etrangéres des Pays-Bas au Chargé 
d’affaires de Belgique, en date du 15 septembre 1845,?5 la proposition du 
Comte Goblet, ce ne fut point 4 cause d’une divergence de vues sur l’inter- 
prétation des traités de 1839, mais parce que ¢il n’est guére usité d’étendre 
la description des limites entre deux Etats au dela du territoire et jusqu’en 
mer». Le Ministre citait en exemple la description des frontiéres entre la 
France et les Pays-Bas, faite en 1820, et qui partait du rivage de la mer du 
Nord. Le Gouvernement néerlandais ajoutait qu’il y aurait «une difficulté 
assez grave, vu l’absence d’un principe généralement adopté et suivi pour 
déterminer jusqu’a quelle distance les droits d’autorité s’étendent sur la mer 
littorale»; mais par 14 méme il reconnaissait que les droits de la Belgique 
s’étendaient sur la mer littorale belge jusqu’a la distance ot les droits de tout 
autre Etat maritime s’étendent sur ses eaux cétiéres. 

I] est vrai que plus tard, a loccasion du placement par le Gouvernement 
belge de bateaux-feux dans les Wielingen en face de la céte belge, le Gou- 
vernement des Pays-Bas émit la prétention qu’il aurait eu seul le droit de 
balisage et d’éclairage de cette passe. 

Mais il convient de remarquer que, dans une lettre du 3 mai 1848, 
notamment, le Gouvernement néerlandais, tout en réclamant le droit de 
placer et d’entretenir les bouées servant a indiquer la passe navigable dans 
les Wielingen, ajoutait «que ce service n’implique en aucune maniére 
Pexercice d’un droit de souveraineté ». 

Le Gouvernement belge n’a jamais reconnu avant la guerre les droits 
réclamés par les Pays-Bas et ceux-ci, au surplus, n’ont en aucune occasion 
revendiqué comme ils le font aujourd’hui des droits de souveraineté exclusive 
sur la passe entiére des Wielingen. 

Les hostilités qui se sont déroulées pendant quatre années en Belgique, 
tant sur mer que sur terre, ont fourni la preuve, depuis lors, que la maniére 
de voir du Gouvernement belge sur l’interprétation des Traités de 1839 
était celle de tous les autres signataires de ces Traités, belligérants comme 
neutres. 

En effet, pendant ces quatre années, les eaux territoriales ou littorales 
belges (y compris les Wielingen) ont été considérées, non seulement par la 
Belgique, mais par la France, l’Angleterre, l’Allemagne et méme par les 
Pays-Bas, comme pouvant légitimement servir de théatre aux hostilités, c’est- 
a-dire comme n’étant en aucune facon sous une Jjuridiction neutre. Elles 
ont été employées pour l’attaque et la défense de la céte belge pendant toute 
la guerre, sans que personne s’avisat jamais de faire a cet égard ni protesta- 
tions, ni réserves. 

En ce qui concerne particuliérement l’attitude du Gouvernement néer- 
landais, les faits suivants sont spécialement a signaler: 

1° Le 7 aofit 1914, aussitot qu’il fut connu a Bruxelles que le Gouverne- 
ment néerlandais s’apprétait 4 mouiller des mines dans le bas Escaut, le 

25 The text of this letter was printed in a footnote. 
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Ministre de Belgique 4 La Haye fit remarquer au Ministre des Affaires 
Etrangéres des Pays-Bas que la mer littorale belge devait pouvoir étre par- 
courue en toute sécurité par les flottes des Puissances garantes de l’indépen- 
dance belge. Cette communication était une affirmation de la souveraineté 
de la Belgique sur ses eaux littorales. Le Ministre des Affaires Etrangéres 
des Pays-Bas répondit que la navigation restait parfaitement sire dans toute 
Pétendue de la mer littorale belge et que le danger des mines hollandaises ne 
commengait a se faire sentir qu’au dela d’une ligne droite tirée de l’extréme 
frontiére terrestre commune vers la mer du Nord. 

2° Au début de 1916 des mines anglaises ayant été placées prés de 
lembouchure de IlEscaut jusqu’au méridien 3° 20’ Est de Greenwich, 
le Gouvernement néerlandais demanda au Gouvernement britannique de 
sabstenir d’en placer au dela du méridien 3° 18’ Est de Greenwich, parce 
qu’en allant jusqu’au méridien 3° 20’ les mines empiétaient sur les eaux 
territoriales néerlandaises. 

Une carte fut remise a l’Attaché naval britannique a La Haye avec une 
note explicative par le Département néerlandais de la Marine pour montrer 
les limites des eaux territoriales néerlandaises dans les parages des bouches 
de l’Escaut. 

La note explicative est reproduite ci-aprés. Les indications qu’elle con- 
tient sont conformes a celles de la carte: «In accordance with section 17 of 
the Netherlands proclamation of Neutrality, the limits of the Dutch territorial 
waters outside the mouths of the Schelde river are traced as follows: 

(1) to the South: by a line running from the crosspoint of the low water 
line and the landlimit between Belgium and Holland in a direction perpendi- 
cular on the coastline. 

(2) to the West: by a line running at three miles distance parallel to the 
line, connecting the above mentioned cross-point and the most seaward point 
of the island of Walcheren (the width of the wester[n] Schelde being there 
less than 10 miles). 

These limits fix the area within which the Netherlands Government main- 
tain the neutrality. 

Moreover, the said Government claim a right of free passage for vessels 
from Flushing through the Wielingen to the open sea. 

The two black can-buoys marked A and B on the enclosed tracing,”® are 
placed respectively: 


Buoy A in lat. 51° 26’ 40” N. Long. 3° 18’ 42” E. 
Buoy B in lat. 51° 32’ 12” N. Long. 3° 21’ 20” E, 


They indicate the above described limits. »?7 

Il est A remarquer qu’un Etat est obligé de faire respecter sa neutralité sur 
tout son territoire. En dehors des eaux territoriales décrites dans la note, le 
Gouvernement néerlandais revendiquait pendant la guerre, on le voit, un 
simple droit de passage par les Wielingen, pour les navires allant de la mer 


26 Not attached to filed copy. 
27 A French translation of this explanatory note was printed in a footnote. 
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vers Flessingue et vice versa — et non un droit de souveraineté. — Le Gouverne- 
ment belge ne conteste point le droit de passage, identique a celui que posséde 
la navigation belge a travers |’Escaut d’Anvers a Flessingue. 

3° Le 15 mai 1917, une barque de péche belge (le P. I. 89) venant de 
Hollande, fut capturée par un chalutier 4 vapeur allemand dans les Wie- 
lingen, juste en dehors des limites des eaux territoriales néerlandaises telles 
que les décrit la note ci-dessus reproduite (exactement a 600 métres a 
Pouest d’un batiment garde-cote hollandais qui se trouvait par 51° 24’ 20” 
lat. Nord et 1° 32’ 25” long. Ouest d’Amsterdam). Les pécheurs qui mon- 
taient la barque purent s’échapper et, croyant que leur embarcation s’était 
trouvée au moment de la capture, dans les eaux territoriales hollandaises, ils 
priérent le Gouvernement des Pays-Bas de demander réparation a l’Alle- 
magne. Aprés enquéte, et par une note du 23 juin 1917, le Gouvernement 
néerlandais fit connaitre a la Légation de Belgique, ses regrets de ne pouvoir 
intervenir. 

On lit dans cette note: 


«Il appert des déclarations du commandant du batiment garde-céte, 
que le P. I. 89 lors de l’arrivée du navire de guerre allemand, se trouvait 
sans aucun doute dans les eaux territortales belges, de sorte qu'une violation de 
la neutralité néerlandaise n’a pas eu lieu. 

Le Ministre des Affaires étrangéres ajoute que le Gouvernement alle- 
mand a déclaré ne pas considérer le P. I. 89 comme prise, le batiment de 
guerre allemand n’ayant que sauvé le navire trouvé abandonné en territotre 
belge. Le bateau de péche est a la disposition du propriétaire contre paye- 
ment des frais de sauvetage s’élevant a 200 florins. » 


4° Un communiqué officiel publié dans les journaux néerlandais le 
10 octobre 1917 a loccasion d’un autre incident (capture de deux avions 
allemands par un torpilleur néerlandais pour violation de neutralité) contient 
le passage suivant: 


«Il y a lieu de signaler que les endroits ot: les deux avions allemands ont 
été arrétés le 25 septembre de cette année dans les Wielingen, sont bien 
situés a l’intérieur des eaux territoriales néerlandaises. La limite, dans la 
partie méridionale des Wielingen, est marquée par trois bouées coloriées 
et surmontées du pavillon néerlandais, qui sont placées dans le prolonge- 
ment de la frontiére terrestre entre la Belgique et la Hollande. »?8 


Ce qui précéde montre que les droits de souveraineté normaux de la 
Belgique sur ses eaux cétiéres, n’ont point été, lors de la constitution du 
royaume, supprimés ou diminués par des droits quelconques qui auraient 
été concédés ou reconnus aux Pays-Bas; 

Que les Pays-Bas n’ont point avant la guerre, revendiqué de droits de 
souveraineté dans les eaux cétiéres belges, mais seulement certains droits 


28 A note on the filed copy reads: ‘En 1869, le Zwin étant presque desséché, les deux 
Gouvernements belge et néerlandais conclurent une convention pour remplacer la derniére 
partie de la frontiére terrestre commune (fixée en 1843 au thalweg de cette riviére) par une 
ligne brisée dont le dernier élément est une droite perpendiculaire a la direction de la céte.’ 
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de balisage et d’éclairage, lesquels n’étant établis par aucune convention, 
n’ont jamais été reconnus par le Gouvernement belge; 

Que la revendication de souveraineté actuellement formulée par le 
Gouvernement néerlandais est une prétention toute nouvelle manquant de 
tout fondement et en contradiction avec les conventions existantes. Le 
Gouvernement belge ne saurait lui reconnaitre aucune valeur. Elle est 
d’autant plus inadmissible qu’au cours des quatre années ov la guerre s’est 
déroulée sur le territoire belge, le Gouvernement néerlandais a considéré 
les eaux littorales belges comme pouvant légitimement servir de théatre aux 
hostilités et n’a fait aucune observation aux belligérants qui s’en servaient 
pour leurs opérations de guerre. 

C’est donc trés justement que le Gouvernement du Roi tient les droits de 
souveraineté de la Belgique dans les eaux littorales du royaume comme 
entiers et exclusifs de tous droits de souveraineté au profit de la Hollande. 

I] ne saurait envisager autrement que comme une atteinte a ses propres 
droits, tout acte impliquant revendication de souveraineté qui serait accompli 
sans son autorisation, par un Etat étranger dans la partie des Wielingen 
située en face de la céte belge. 


ANNEX II To No. 8 
Note de la Délégation néerlandaise 
(3 mai 1920) 
Observations de la Délégation néerlandaise 
A propos de la note de la Délégation belge concernant le Wielingen 


La Délégation néerlandaise est d’avis que ce n’est pas en séance de la 
Commission des XIV que cette question devrait étre traitée, mais comme la 
Délégation belge a cru devoir y consacrer une déclaration formelle et une 
note détaillée, la Délégation néerlandaise estime de son devoir d’exposer 
briévement le point de vue néerlandais. 

Certainement, depuis le xv° siécle jusqu’en 1839,?9 les Pays-Bas se sont 
considérés souverains du Wielingen et se sont comportés comme tels, sauf 
naturellement dans la courte période pendant laquelle les Pays-Bas faisaient 
partie de l’Empire frangais. 

Les Traités de 1839 ne mentionnent pas expressément le Wielingen, mais 
ils sont fondés sur l’idée que les Pays-Bas récupéreraient le territoire entier, 
qu’ils avaient possédé avant l’union avec la Belgique, donc aussi le domaine 
fluvial en question, témoin les négociations préliminaires, ainsi que différentes 
clauses des Traités eux-mémes. L’idée que des eaux territoriales belges 


29 A note of June jo from the French Ministry of Foreign Affairs informed the British 
Delegation that the commas after ‘certainement’ and ‘1839’ should be deleted. 
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sépareraient |’Escaut de la haute mer est absolument incompatible avec le 
systeme méme de ces Traités. 

La base juridique de ce droit consiste en la nécessité pour un Etat qui 
posséde l’embouchure d’un fleuve d’en posséder également la sortie vers la 
haute mer, le Wielingen étant la sortie principale de |’Escaut vers la haute 
mer. Historiquement et juridiquement ce principe prime sur place le droit 
de l’Etat belge sur les eaux le long de ses cétes, lequel droit a été invoqué par 
la Délégation belge. 

Aprés 1839, la question du Wielingen a été soulevée a plusieurs reprises 
entre les deux Gouvernements sans trouver de solution; dans quelques traités, 
traitant e. a. de l’éclairage de la passe du Wielingen, les deux Gouvernements 
n’ont fait les arrangements y relatifs que sous réserve de part et d’autre de 
toute question de souveraineté (traités du 31 mars 1866 et du g février 1881). 

L’incertitude qui régnait au sujet de la souveraineté est cause que le 
Gouvernement néerlandais ne voulut point durant la guerre étendre le 
maintien effectif de sa neutralité a ces eaux contestées. C’est sous ce rapport 
qu’il faut considérer les mesures et les documents des autorités néerlandaises 
durant la guerre, cités dans la note de la délégation belge sans y étre d’ ailleurs 
décrits d’une fagon exacte et complete. 

Quant au reste, la délégation néerlandaise ne peut que se référer a ce 
qu’elle a déclaré de vive voix dans la séance. 


ANNEX V To No. 8 


Projet de Traité collectif 
(23 mars 1920) 


LES ETATS-UNIS D’AMERIQUE, LA BELGIQUE, LA GRANDE-BRETAGNE, 
LA FRANCE, L’ITALIE ET LE JAPON, 


Considérant que les clauses de neutralité perpétuelle et de garantie 
stipulées par les Traités conclus a Londres le 19 avril 1839 entre: 1° 
L’Autriche, la France, la Grande-Bretagne, la Prusse et la Russie, d’une 
part et les Pays-Bas, d’autre part; 2° entre la Belgique et les Pays-Bas; 3° 
entre l’Autriche, la France, la Grande-Bretagne, la Prusse et la Russie, 
d’une part, et la Belgique, d’autre part, avaient pour objet essentiel de 
contribuer au maintien de la paix générale, 

Considérant que ces stipulations, comme l’ont démontré les événements 
de 1914, n’ont pas répondu a I’espoir qu’on avait fondeé sur elles, et que leur 
maintien, dés lors, n’est plus justifié. 


LES PAYS-BAS, 


Se déclarant, comme Puissance signataire des Traités du 19 avril 1839, 
préts a s’associer a l’abrogation des clauses de garantie et de neutralité 
perpétuelle stipulées dans lesdits Traités, 
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Ont résolu de conclure un Traité et, a cet effet, ont désigné pour leurs 
plénipotentiaires, savoir: 


Lesquels, aprés avoir échangé leurs pleins pouvoirs reconnus en bonne et 
due forme, sont convenus des dispositions suivantes: 


ARTICLE I 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes déclarent et reconnaissent abrogés le 
Traité conclu a Londres, le 19 avril 1839, entre l’Autriche, la Grande- 
Bretagne, la France, la Prusse et la Russie, d’une part, et les Pays-Bas, 
d’autre part, ainsi que le Traité de méme date conclu entre |’Autriche, la 
Grande-Bretagne, la France, la Prusse et la Russie, d’une part, et la Bel- 
gique, d’autre part. 

Les Hautes Parties Contractantes déclarent en outre abrogé, en tant qu’il 
concerne la neutralité de la Belgique, l’Article 7 du Traité conclu a la méme 
date, entre la Belgique et les Pays-Bas et dont le contenu a été considéré 
comme textuellement inséré dans les Traités visés 4 l’alinéa 1 ci-dessus. 
Elles déclarent également abrogé l’Article 14 de ce méme Traité. 


ARTICLE 2 


Les Etats-Unis d’Amérique, la Grande-Bretagne, la France, !’Italie et le 
Japon prennent acte du Traité conclu, a la date de ce jour, entre la Belgique 
et les Pays-Bas, a l’effet de modifier le Traité du 19 avril 1839 dont ces deux 
Puissances sont signataires. 


ARTICLE 3 


Le présent Traité, ainsi que le Traité entre la Belgique et la Hollande visé 
a PArticle 2, seront, par les soins du Gouvernement de la République fran- 
¢aise, notifies a l’ Allemagne, a l’Autriche et a la Hongrie, en vue des engage- 
ments pris. 


ARTICLE 4 


Dés qu’un Gouvernement russe aura été reconnu par les Hautes Parties 
Contractantes, la Russie sera invitée a donner son adhésion au présent 
Traité. 


Le présent Traité sera ratifié aussit6t que possible. 


Le dépot des ratifications sera effectué a Paris et le Traité entrera en 
vigueur dés qu’il aura été ratifié par celles des Hautes Parties Contractantes 
qui étaient signataires des Traités du 19 avril 1839. 
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No. 9 
Letter from Sir F. Villiers (Brussels) to Earl Curzon 


[187529/2144/4] 
Confidential BRUSSELS, March 25, 1920 
Dear Lord Curzon, 

I called upon M. Hymans yesterday & after we had disposed of some 
current business he resumed the conversation recorded in my despatch 
No. 171! & in my private letter of the 22nd.? 

He wished me to understand clearly, & of course to report, that the French 
were eagerly & urgently pressing for the conclusion of a military arrange- 
ment. In view of the great losses in the war & of the fact that their popula- 
tion does not increase, they cannot dispose of an armed force sufficient to 
ensure safety & they consequently look upon the Belgian contingent, which 
M. Hymans placed at a higher figure than before, as an invaluable addition 
to the available resources. The negotiations respecting the Luxemburg 
railway have been re-opened. No proposals acceptable to the Belgian 
Government have yet been made, but it is evident that the French are 
anxious to arrive at some compromises. 

These efforts on the part of the powerful neighbour render the Belgians 
all the more desirous that Great Britain should participate in the discussion 
of military matters, for they appreciate in an eminent degree the disinterested 
& reliable character of our support. 

The foreign policy of the Government, M. Hymans said, was based on the 
principle of military arrangements & he had repeated this declaration, as 
previously made in Parliament, when lately questioned before the Foreign 
Affairs Committee of the Chamber respecting the position created by the 
revision of the Treaties of 1839. 

During the war, more especially during the early stages, promises had been 
lavishly made to Belgium, & the people had come to believe that peace 
would bring the fulfilment of all their aspirations. Special reliance had been 
placed on British friendship, & now when the conditions of peace fell so far 
short of the hopes excited the impression was gaining ground that Great 
Britain had ceased to take interest in Belgium.—I am afraid that at the 
present moment this idea is becoming prevalent.—If it had to be said that 
France had agreed to consider military arrangements & that Great Britain 
had refused to do so the effect would be deplorable. 

At the recent meeting of the Commission of XIV the Belgian Delegates 
had read a statement referring to the declaration made by the Powers 
respecting the importance attached to Belgian defence, explaining the present 
position & affirming the necessity of military arrangements with the Allies.3 
When I asked how this had been received M. Hymans quoted a letter from 
Paris saying that before the statement was read the British Delegates had 
retired pleading another engagement.‘ It was impossible, the writer observed, 
to show a more absolute lack of interest. 

™ No. 6. 2 No. 7. 3 See No. 8, pp. 20-24. 4 See ibid., pp. 19-20. 
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There can be no doubt as to the apprehension caused by the French en- 
deavours to acquire predominance, nor as to the hope that H.M.G. will take 
a leading part, as heretofore, in protecting interests which are considered 
essential not only for the preservation of Belgian independence but also for 
the maintenance of peace. 

My excuse for this long private letter must be that M. Hymans begged me 
several times over to treat his observations as strictly confidential. 

Believe me, dear Lord Curzon, 
Yours sincerely, 
F. H. VIturers 


No. 10 
The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received April 1) 


No. 387 Telegraphic: by bag [189320/183192/17] 


PARIS, March 29, 1920 
I met Monsieur Marsal, Ministre des Finances, today, and in the course 
of conversation he asked me how the matter of the Channel Tunnel stood. I 
was not able to give him any information on this subject. He then requested 
that I should officially inform you that his Government is prepared to make 
an immediate start from the French side on the work as soon as Your Lord- 
ship is able to state that His Majesty’s Government is willing to allow the 
work to proceed. He is very desirous that the work should be commenced 
forthwith and pressed me to beg that Great Britain’s decision on the subject 
might be communicated to him as soon as possible. 


No. 11 
Sir F. Villiers (Brussels) to Earl Curzon (Received April 10) 


No. 215 [190995/2144/4] 
BRUSSELS, April 8, 1920 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to forward a report by Brigadier General Lyon, Military 
Attaché to His Majesty’s Embassy, containing observations of interest upon 
my Despatch No. 171 of the 20th ultimo.! 

General Lyon gives particulars as to the numerical strength, taking full 
account of the necessary reserves, which Belgium will be able to put into the 
field and dwells especially upon the importance from the allied point of view 
of assisting in the creation of a really efficient and reliable force. 

I have, &c., 
F. H. VILuiers 
™ No. 6. 
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ENCLOSURE IN No. 11 


General Lyon to Sir F. Villters 
No. 10 BRUSSELS, April 6, 1920 
Sir, 

I have the honour to submit the following remarks on your Despatch No. 
171 addressed to Lord Curzon on the 20th March. 

Previous to the War the Belgian Army was numerically small and the 
annual contingents up to 1913 did not provide for any great expansion in 
time of war. The Act under which recruiting is now carried out provides 
about forty-five thousand men annually for the Army. 

The full effect of the increase in the annual contingent will not be felt until 
the year 1934. By that time if all the men between the ages of twenty and 
forty are called up a total number of about five hundred and seventy-six 
thousand will be available. 

This number of men should suffice to place in the field the army of three 
hundred and fifty thousand men that has been voted by the Chamber as the 
war strength of the Belgian army, as well as to maintain it there. 

With regard to a military alliance, officers have mentioned privately to me 
the difficulty that they have in forming plans for the defence of the country 
as long as a doubt exists as to whether they are to have alliances with us and 
with the French. 

It is no doubt rather with the French than with us that this difficulty arises, 
as suggestions have been made for various new lines of defence. The most 
important of these lines, v1z.: that for the defence of the eastern frontier, would 
probably, in the event of there being a military alliance with the French, 
pass through Liége and then run southwards through Belgian Luxemburg in 
order to join up with the French system. The military frontier of Belgium to 
the east would in that case cease to be the line of the Meuse. 

The Belgian General Staff are determined to have an efficient army worthy 
of being allied to stronger Military powers. They are at the same time aware 
of the difficulty that a small nation has in keeping pace with modern inven- 
tion. Success in war is likely in the future to be greatly dependent on the 
results of previous scientific research, and such a nation cannot afford to 
expend in peace time the large sums necessary 1n order to ensure that they 
enter a war equipped with the latest scientific appliances. 

An understanding between ourselves and Belgium, even if it went no 
further than the discussion of plans for co-operation in the event of war, 
would be of great advantage to both armies, as it would keep up the liaison 
between them. They would benefit by our scientific knowledge and we 
would reap the advantage in war time by having a more efficient ally than 
would otherwise have been the case. 

Recent articles in a Belgian paper have advocated a system of passive 
defence for the country. This is most unpopular with the General Staff. 
They have had experience of war conducted in their own country and fully 
recognise its deplorable effects. It would obviously be also greatly to our 
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advantage in the event of another war with Germany to fight in the enemy’s 
country.? 
I have, &c., 
F. Lyon, 
B’General, 
Military Attaché 


2 According to a minute, dated April 16, by Mr. Tufton (193759/2144/4) the French 
Government had in February asked H.M.G. if they would send a representative to discuss 
with Marshal Foch and General Gillain the ‘military protection of Belgium’. Mr. Tufton 
noted that ‘the C.1.G.S. was favourable to the idea, which however the Prime Minister 
deprecated’. The papers, which were being sent ‘to the Secretary of State for War for dis- 
cussion with the C.I.G.S.’, disclosed that the idea was ‘not the conclusion of a “‘military 
alliance” but the elaboration of a plan of cooperation between France, Belgium and Great 
Britain in case Belgium should again be invaded from the East’. 


No. 12 
Sir F. Villiers (Brussels) to Earl Curzon (Received April 19) 


No. 233 [192593/2144/4] 
BRUSSELS, April 15, 1920 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to forward a despatch addressed to me by Brigadier 
General Lyon, Military Attaché to His Majesty’s Embassy, reporting that 
after a review of the Brussels garrison last week King Albert spoke to him at 
some length regarding the question of co-operation between the British and 
Belgian armies. 

The wishes expressed by His Majesty are of special importance in view of 
the considerations submitted by General Lyon in the report which I for- 
warded in my Despatch No. 215 Confidential of the 8th instant,! and I beg 
leave to recommend strongly that if possible arrangements should be made 
for the proposed exchange of officers in our chief military schools.? 

I have, &c., 
F. H. VILviers 


™ No. 11. 

2 In a letter to the War Office of April 27 Lord Curzon supported Sir F. Villiers’ 
recommendation. The Army Council, however, replied on May 5 that it was not possible 
at present for any foreign officers to attend British Military Schools of Instruction, all these 
establishments being ‘still somewhat in a state of flux’: but at a later date, when their 
organization and policy had been fixed, it was hoped that the attachment of Belgian officers 
might be arranged. The War Office reply was communicated by the Foreign Office to Sir 
F. Villiers, who, in his despatch No. 328 of May 17 (not printed), said that after consultation 
with the Belgian military authorities Brigadier General Lyon would in due course submit 
concrete proposals to the War Office. 
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ENCLOSURE IN No. 12 
General Lyon to Sir F. Villiers 


No. 1! BRUSSELS, April 9, 1920 
Sir, 

I have the honour to report that yesterday, on the anniversary of his 
birthday, the King of the Belgians reviewed the troops in Brussels belonging 
to the 6™ Division d’Armée. 

In spite of wet weather the review was attended by large numbers of 
people and the King was well received throughout the route. The turn out 
of the troops was excellent and was a marked improvement on that of last 
year. 

At the conclusion of the parade the King spoke with me at some length 
regarding his wish for co-operation between our army and his own. He stated 
his opinion that we alone appeared to appreciate the value that Tanks would 
have in future war, and he added that he also thought us far ahead of other 
countries in aviation. He then asked me if I could arrange for the attendance 
of Belgian officers at our schools. I told His Majesty that last year, at his 
request, I had mentioned the matter to the Chief of the Imperial General 
Staff, and that Sir Henry Wilson had informed me that although it could 
not be then arranged the question would be again considered this year. 

The King has continually impressed on me the high estimation in which 
he holds our army and his regret that the close connection that he had with 
it during the War is now severed. I trust therefore that it may be found 
possible to carry out his wishes for liaison to be kept between the two armies 
by the exchange of officers in our chief military schools. 

I have, &c., 
F. Lyon, 
B’General, 
Military Attaché 


No. 13 
Earl Curzon to the Belgian Ambassador 


[793982/100450/39] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, April 28, 1920 
Your Excellency: 
His Majesty’s Government have had under consideration Your Excel- 
lency’s note No. #5 of the 3oth ultimo, relative to Article 34 of the Treaty of 
Versailles and the districts of Eupen and Malmédy.! 


' Not printed. This note referred to a decision of the Prussian Cabinet on March g to 
exert pressure to obtain a modification of Article 34 of the Versailles Treaty (cf. Cmd. 1325 
of 1921, No. 89) and asserted the intention of the Belgian Government to adhere strictly to 
the clauses of the Treaty. 
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2. His Majesty’s Government entirely agree with the views of the Belgian 
Government that no change should be permitted in the conditions laid down 
in Article 34 of the Treaty.? 

I have, &c., 
(for the Secretary of State), 
Eric Puipps3 


2 A similar reply had been sent to the Belgian Government by the French Government 
on April 3. 

3 Assistant Secretary superintending the Central European Department of the Foreign 
Office. 


No. 14 
Foreign Office Memorandum on the Channel Tunnel 
[187042/183192/17] 
Confidential FOREIGN OFFICE, May 1, 1920 


The Naval and Military Authorities have expressed the opinion that they 
have no objection from their point of view to the construction of a Channel 
Tunnel. Consequently the question of the safety of England from invasion is 
eliminated from the discussion in these notes on the advantages or disadvan- 
tages of the scheme. 

The pith of the question appears to be whether it is desirable to construct 
a tunnel under the Channel, costing anything between thirty and fifty 
millions sterling, which may conceivably within a few years have to be 
destroyed at a moment’s notice when war is thought to be impending or has 
been declared. The whole question is dependent upon the stability of 
friendly relations between France and this country. Ifwe could be convinced 
that we and the French would maintain a perpetual! friendship and never 
quarrel, then it is obvious that there would be a distinct advantage in having 
a tunnel, although the economic advantages to be obtained from it are not 
so real as might be imagined. Consequently the question resolves itself into 
that of the relations in the near and distant future between England and 
France. 

It must be remembered that until a century ago France was England’s 
historic and natural enemy, and that real friendship between the inhabitants 
of the two countries has always been very difficult owing to differences of 
language, mentality and national character. These differences are not likely 
to decrease. The slightest incident may arouse the resentment or jealousy 
of the French and fan the latent embers of suspicion into a flame. Nor can 
Great Britain place any reliance upon public opinion in France being well 
balanced and reasonable. It is within the memory of many of us that in 
1893, when there was trouble with France over the boundaries of Siam, war 
was within an ace of being provoked by the aggressive entry of Admiral 


' This memorandum was prepared for circulation to the Cabinet. 
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Humann with his gunboats into the Menam River, and by his passing with 
his ships cleared for action a British warship stationed in those waters. It 
was only the coolness and self-restraint of the British officer in command that 
prevented a conflict. Then again in 1898 relations between England and 
France were at breaking point over the Fashoda incident. Lastly it must not 
be forgotten that the attitude of France towards this country during the 
Boer war could hardly have been more hostile without a positive rupture. 

These incidents of comparatively recent date show clearly that it would be 
unwise to place reliance in the future on the friendship of France. It is almost 
certain that wé shall have conflicts with France in the future as we have had 
in the past. Even now, while we are still Allies in the field and while our 
representatives are meeting in amicable conference, even while the French 
Government 1s already receiving favours from us and is daily importuning us 
for more—nothing could well be more provocative or hostile than the French 
press, always—as we know—in the closest relations with the French Foreign 
Office and with French statesmen. 

Nothing can alter the fundamental fact that we are not liked in France, 
and never will be, except for the advantages which the French people may be 
able to extract from us. 

These considerations point conclusively to the imprudence, and even 
danger, of increasing at enormous cost the facilities of communication with 
France by means of a tunnel under the Channel which may have to be 
destroyed at any moment as a military measure to secure the safety of this 
country in the event of France assuming a hostile and aggressive attitude. 
The destruction of the tunnel at such a moment, however necessary, might 
do more permanently to embitter relations between the two countries, than 
its construction could ever do to cement them. The Foreign Office con- 
clusion is that our relations with France never have been, are not, and 
probably never will be, sufficiently stable and friendly to justify the con- 
struction of a Channel tunnel, and the loss of the security which our insular 
position, even in spite of the wonderful scientific and mechanical develop- 
ments of recent years, still continues to bestow. 


No. 15 
Sir F. Villiers (Brussels) to Earl Curzon (Received May 17) 


No. 326 [198335/2144/4] 


Brussels, May 15, 1920 
My Lord, 


With reference to my despatch No. 276 of the 1st instant! and to previous 
correspondence,? I have the honour to report that the Minister for Foreign 
Affairs informed me this morning that an agreement had been reached in 
regard to the Guillaume—Luxemburg railway. The Belgians are to have 


™ Not printed. 2 e.g. Nos. 6 and 9g. 
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control over the lines that run from Arlon to Luxemburg and from the latter 
town towards the north. The French will control the lines running from 
Luxemburg towards the east and south. As soon as some minor technical 
details have been adjusted a formal Agreement will be concluded and sub- 
mitted to the Luxemburg Government for their approval. 

Matters having reached this satisfactory stage the consideration of a mili- 
tary arrangement will be commenced. Marshal Foch has given instructions 
that a memorandum should be prepared and communicated to the Belgian 
Head Quarter Staff showing the points which it will be necessary to discuss. 

The Belgian Government are about to appoint a Minister to Luxemburg 
and negotiations will be opened with a view to an economic agreement 
between Belgium and the Grand Duchy, the French Government having 
decided to stand aside. 

I have, &c., 
F. H. VILiers 


No. 16 
Sir E. Howard (Madrid) to Earl Curzon (Received May 26) 


No. 333 [199964/182073/41] 
Confidential MADRID, May 20, 1920 
My Lord :— 

I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of Your Lordship’s despatch 
No. 297 of the 12th May' enclosing copy of a despatch No. 158 of May 8th 
to His Majesty’s Minister at Lisbon! respecting the suggestion of Dr. Yahuda? 
that His Majesty’s Government should undertake to assist the Portuguese 
Government financially not only with a loan but also with some kind of 
financial advice and control. 

Should any such proposal be made to His Majesty’s Government by the 
Portuguese Government and seriously considered I venture to think that it 
would be as well to take into consideration at the same time the effect which 
a step of this kind would be likely to produce in Spain where Portuguese 
affairs are not unnaturally followed with special interest. I cannot help 
feeling that if Great Britain were to take upon herself alone the task of setting 
the Portuguese financial house in order, which would probably be neither 
a light nor an easy one, this would certainly be represented by the anti- 
English element here, and possibly in other countries as well, as an attempt 
on our part to make ourselves masters of that country and might lead to 
considerable difficulties. I venture therefore respectfully to suggest that, in 
order to avoid any international jealousies of this kind, it would be advisable 
to consider whether we should not associate with us other Powers in the work 

™ Not printed. 

2 Dr. Yahuda, Professor of Hebrew in the University of Madrid, had recently visited 
Lisbon. 


4! 


of re-establishing Portuguese finance, supposing we are ever asked to under- 
take it. 
I have, &c., 
EsME Howarp 


No. 17 


The Belgian Ambassador to Earl Curzon (Received May 31) 
No. 30P/2552 [200852/11763/4] 


AMBASSADE DE BELGIQUE, LONDRES, /e 28 mai 1920 
Milord, 

Jai été chargé de faire connaitre a Votre Seigneurie un incident qui 
vient de surgir au cours des négociations pour la revision des Traités de 
1830, et j’ai Phonneur d’appeler la trés sérieuse attention du Gouvernement 
de Sa Majesté Britannique sur la gravité de cet incident qui met en question 
les droits de souveraineté de la Belgique sur une partie des eaux qui baignent 
son littoral. 

Pendant la période qui s’est écoulée entre 1839 et la guerre, mais pas avant 
Pannée 1846, le Gouvernement Néerlandais avait soutenu a diverses reprises 
vis-a-vis du Gouvernement Belge que les Pays-Bas auraient possédé le droit 
de baliser et d’éclairer la passe d’accés a l’Escaut appelée Wielingen méme 
la ot elle se confond avec les eaux littorales belges. Cette prétention, qui 
ne repose sur aucun texte de convention, n’avait jamais été admise par le 
Gouvernement du Roi. 

Celui-ci a donc estimé qu’il était indispensable de faire connaitre aux 
Délégués des Puissances 4 la Commission pour la revision des Traités de 
1839, qu ‘il tient les droits de souveraineté de la Belgique pour entiers dans 
les eaux littorales du Royaume et que, par conséquent, dans ces eaux, c’est 
Administration Belge qui aura a exécuter, dans la partie de la passe d’accés 
a |’Escaut qui se confond avec la mer territoriale belge, les décisions de la 
Commission de Gestion de I’Escaut dont la création est prévue par le projet 
de traité élaboré par les délégations belge et néerlandaise. 

Les Délégués Belges et Néerlandais s’étaient mis d’accord pour faire a 
ce sujet devant la Commission des XIV, de courtes déclarations dans les- 
quelles, de part et d’autre, les points de vue divergents des deux Gouverne- 
ments seraient simplement affirmés. Les Délégués Belges ont en conséquence 
lu, a la séance du 23 mars, la déclaration ci-annexée (Annexe 1).! 

Mais les Délégués Néerlandais ont fait leur déclaration en des termes qui 
présentent sous un jour tout nouveau les prétentions néerlandaises; ils ont, 
en réalité, revendiqué pour les Pays-Bas la souveraineté exclusive de la passe 
des Wielingen, méme dans les eaux littorales belges, en affirmant l’intention 
du Gouvernement Neéerlandais d’y accomplir seul, a l’avenir, des actes de 
souveraineté (Annexe 2).? 


™ Not here reprinted. It was identical with Annex I to No. 8. 
2 Not here reprinted. It was identical with Annex ITI to No. 8. 
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La Délégation Belge n’a pas pu laisser passer l’énoncé de pareilles préten- 
tions sans expliquer a la Commission des XIV en quoi elles sont inconciliables 
avec la situation de droit, comme de fait, et, par conséquent, absolument 
inadmissibles par le Gouvernement Belge. C’est pourquoi elle a déposé une 
note qui, en démontrant le manque de fondement des revendications 
néerlandaises, justifie la décision de la Belgique de considérer comme une 
atteinte a ses droits toute tentative que ferait le Gouvernement Néerlandais 
pour accomplir des actes de Souveraineté dans les eaux qui font partie du 
domaine national belge (Annexe 3).3 

La Délégation Néerlandaise a répliqué, de son cété, par une note (Annexe 
4)3 qui prétend étayer d’arguments la revendication formulée par elle le 23 
mars: faisant table rase des arguments de la note belge, la note néerlandaise 
supprime une période de |’Histoire; elle transforme, par une simple affirma- 
tion, la mer littorale belge en domaine fluvial néerlandais, et elle s’appuie sur 
des principes absolument inconnus en droit des gens pour réclamer au 
bénéfice des Pays-Bas la souveraineté compléte et exclusive de toutes les 
passes maritimes qui forment les accés de |’ Escaut. 

Cette note indique clairement que le Gouvernement Neéerlandais, en 
dépit du droit et des faits, maintient et accentue sa revendication de la 
souveraineté d’une partie des eaux territoriales belges. Dans ces conjonc- 
tures le Gouvernement du Roi a invité la Délégation Belge a adresser au 
Président de la Commission des XIV la lettre ci-jointe en copie (Annexe 5). 

Je suis chargé, 4 mon tour, de faire connaitre 4 Votre Seigneurie que mon 
Gouvernement estime qu’il est impossible de poursuivre les pourparlers 
concernant la revision des Traités de 1839 avant que le litige créé par le 
Gouvernement des Pays-Bas ait regu une solution conforme au droit et aux 
intéréts essentiels de la Belgique. 

Si la thése néerlandaise était admise les eaux littorales qui font face a 
la cote belge seraient soustraites a la juridiction belge et placées sous la 
juridiction hollandaise. 

Sans m/’arréter a faire remarquer ici que pareille situation serait sans pré- 
cédent et sans paralléle dans le monde, je suis chargé d’attirer l’attention du 
Gouvernement Britannique sur le fait qu’elle compromettrait gravement, 
en cas de guerre dans laquelle, soit la Belgique, soit les Pays-Bas seraient 
engagés, les possibilités de défense du littoral belge en méme temps que 
Paccés de Zeebrugge. Ce port, le seul du littoral belge qui puisse recevoir des 
navires de fort et de moyen tonnage et servir efficacement au ravitaillement 
du pays en vivres et en matériel de guerre par la céte maritime, n’a d’autre 
accés que la passe des Wielingen qui s’étend par le travers du mole de Zee- 
brugge et se prolonge a une certaine distance vers l’Ouest. 

Les revendications néerlandaises tendent a enlever a la Belgique une partie 
de ses possessions normales et de sa souveraineté, ainsi qu’a entraver encore 
davantage les moyens de défense du pays et ses communications essentielles 
avec l’extérieur. 


3 Not printed. Annexes 3 and 4 were identical with Annexes III and IV (not printed) 
to No. 8. 
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Le Gouvernement du Roi fait appel au Gouvernement de la Grande- 
Bretagne pour le soutenir et l’aider a faire prévaloir son point de vue contre 
celui du Gouvernement Neéerlandais. 

I] rappelle que la conduite des nations belligérantes et du Gouvernement 
Néerlandais lui-méme de 1914 a4 1918 prouve a l’évidence que les droits de 
souveraineté de la Belgique ont été considérés par toutes les Puissances (y 
compris la Grande-Bretagne) comme entiers et incontestés dans les eaux qui 
font face a la cote belge. Il demande au Gouvernement Britannique de s’en 
tenir a ce point de vue et d’exercer son influence en vue d’amener le Gouverne- 
ment Néerlandais 4 renoncer a des prétentions si é€videmment contraires au 
droit et aux intéréts essentiels de la Belgique. 

Je me permets de joindre a cette note deux cartes,* dont lune est un 
croquis permettant de se rendre compte de la position géographique de la 
passe des Wielingen par rapport a la céte belge, tandis que I’autre est une 
reproduction d’une carte remise en mai 1916 par l’Amirauté Néerlandaise a 
Attaché Naval Britannique a La Haye. 

Je saisis, &c., 
Bn. MONCHEUR 
4 Not attached to filed copy. 


ANNEX 5 TO No. 17 
PARIS, le 2% mat, 1920 
M. le Président, 

La Délégation néerlandaise a la Commission pour la revision des traités de 
1839 nous a fait parvenir, par une lettre datée du 3 de ce mois, copie de la 
note qu’elle vous a adressée pour étre annexée au procés-verbal de la séance 
du 23 mars dernier, en guise de réplique a la note de la Délégation belge sur 
la question de la passe des Wielingen.? 

Par cette note, la Délégation néerlandaise s’efforce d’établir que le 
Royaume des Pays-Bas posséderait une souveraineté compléte et exclusive 
sur la partie des eaux littorales belges qui forme la passe des Wielingen. Les 
arguments a l’appui de cette revendication, que ce document produit pour 
la premiére fois, accusent la profondeur et la gravité des divergences de vues 
qui séparent dans cette question les Gouvernements belge et néerlandais. 

Ce dernier avait bien soutenu naguére que les Pays-Bas auraient le droit 
de baliser et d’éclairer la passe des Wielingen méme dans les eaux belges. 
Mais a aucun moment, depuis que le traité de 1839 a déterminé les condi- 
tions de la séparation des deux royaumes, les Pays-Bas n’avaient revendiqué 
la souveraineté de ces eaux. 

Au contraire, on reléve a diverses époques des déclarations officielles et 
des actes publics du Gouvernement de la Haye qui paraissaient exclure la 
possibilité qu’une prétention semblable fit jamais émise par les Pays-Bas. 
Sans revenir ici sur les précisions que fournit 4 cet égard le mémoire que nous 
avons remis entre vos mains 4 la suite de la séance du 23 mars, nous rappel- 
lerons que, dans le passé, le Gouvernement néerlandais s’est défendu de 
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vouloir exercer en aucune maniére un droit de souveraineté dans la passe des 
Wielingen en face du littoral belge, et que, pendant la guerre, ce Gouverne- 
ment a reconnu formellement et a diverses reprises comme faisant partie du 
domaine territorial de la Belgique ces méme[s] eaux qu’il revendique 4 
présent comme néerlandaises. 

La derniére note de la Délégation néerlandaise, rapprochée de la déclara- 
tion faite par M. van Swinderen a la séance du 23 mars, complete l’énoncé 
d’une thése non seulement incompatible avec la situation de droit et de fait, 
mais qui est aussi en contradiction avec l’attitude observée par le Gouverne- 
ment néerlandais depuis 18309. 

La revendication néerlandaise se présente ainsi comme une tentative de 
soustraire a la souveraineté belge une partie du domaine national. Elle tend 
a compromettre le libre accés de Zeebrugge, le seul port de la céte accessible 
aux navires de fort et de moyen tonnage dont la Belgique disposerait en 
temps de guerre, et, par suite, a réduire plus gravement encore que par le 
passé les possibilités de défense du territoire belge. On ne saurait mécon- 
naitre plus délibérément le but que le Conseil supréme des Alliés a assigné 
a la revision des traités de 1839 par ses résolutions du 8 mars 1919. Enfin, 
tandis que le Gouvernement des Pays-Bas n’a cessé d’invoquer la décision 
du 4 juin 1919 pour s opposer a tout transfert de souveraineté a son détriment, 
il n’hésite pas aujourd’hui, malgré cette décision, 4 réclamer un transfert de 
souveraineté au détriment de la Belgique. 

En conséquence, le Gouvernement du Roi a chargé ses délégués de porter 
a votre connaissance qu’il estime impossible de poursuivre les pourparlers 
concernant la revision des traités de 1839 aussi longtemps que le litige créé 
par le Gouvernement néerlandais n’aura pas regu une solution qui consacre 
les droits et sauvegarde les intéréts essentiels de la Belgique. 

Veuillez agréer, &c., 
SEGERS 
OrtTs 
M. Laroche, Ministre plénipotentiaire, 
Président de la Commission pour la 
Revision des Traités de 1839, Paris. 


No. 18 


The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received May 31) 
No. 642 Telegraphic: by bag [Confidential /General/199/2] 
PARIS, May 29, 1920 
The Conference of Ambassadors met this morning under the presidency 
of M. Jules Cambon and considered the following questions. The Belgian 


Ambassador was also present during the Malmédy and Eupen discussion. 
. . . .!(5) The Conference considered various German notes protesting 


! The preceding and concluding sections referred to other matters. 
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against the manner in which Article 34 had been carried out by the Belgian 
authorities in Malmédy and Eupen, and protesting against the alleged 
penalisation of persons who, in virtue of this article of the Treaty had de- 
clared against the annexation of these districts to Belgium. The Conference 
had also before it a note from the Belgian government answering the various 
accusations thus made by the German government. Copies of these notes are 
contained in separate despatches.? 

Both my Italian colleague and myself drew the attention of the Con- 
ference to those of the German accusations which seemed to us of a serious 
character and invited the Belgian Ambassador to furnish explanations with 
regard to them. The Belgian Ambassador had a more or less adequate 
answer ready in each case. 

It was finally agreed that a reply should be returned to the German 
Government on the basis of the Belgian Note, but I suggested as a rider that 
the Belgian Government should be simultaneously invited to issue a circular 
to all their officials in the two districts, making it clear that no penalisation of 
any kind was to be allowed. M. Cambon, however, urged that an admonition 
of this kind could not be addressed to the Belgian Government unless a 
similar one were addressed to the German Government warning them 
against the intrigues which they were alleged to have carried on through the 
intermediary of the ‘Vereinigte Landsmannschaft’ an ostensibly private 
association in Berlin for the purpose of stirring up strikes and fomenting 
disturbances in Eupen and Malmédy. It was accordingly settled that it 
would be sufficient if the Belgian Ambassador communicated to his Govern- 
ment the views of the Conference on the importance of making it clear that 
no penalisation was to be allowed in the two districts. ‘This he undertook to do. 
In the meanwhile a Note is to be drafted to the German Government on the 
lines above indicated.3 

Incidentally it was mentioned in the course of the discussion that the 
Council of the League of Nations in their meeting at Rome* had considered 
their obligations with regard to this subject and had decided that they could 
not intervene at the present stage. .. .! 


2 Not printed. For the German notes of protest see Cmd. 1325 of 1921, Nos. 89, 118 and 


133. 
3 See No. 151 in Cmd. 1325. 
4 The 5th Session of the Council had been held in Rome, May 14-19. 


No. 19 


Sir R. Graham (The Hague) to Earl Curzon (Received June 2) 
No. 492 [201181/11763/4] 


Urgent THE HAGUE, May 31, 1920 

My Lord, 
I have the honour to report that the Netherland Minister for Foreign 
Affairs asked me to call upon him this afternoon in connection with the 
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question which has arisen between this country and Belgium in regard to the 
Wielingen Channel. 

M. de Karnebeek, who spoke throughout with considerable feeling, said 
that he had curtailed his holiday in Switzerland by a week and had returned 
to The Hague in consequence of the speech recently delivered in the Belgian 
Chamber by M. Hymans.' He proposed to answer this speech in the Dutch 
Chamber towards the end of the present week, and to give the true facts of 
the case. M. Hymans had grossly misrepresented the situation. He had 
made it appear as if the Dutch delegates on the Commission for the Revision 
of the 1839 Treaties had, towards the close of the negotiations, suddenly 
introduced a claim to the Wielingen Channel, thereby inducing a rupture. 
The real facts were that the Netherland Government had always recognised 
that the question of sovereignty over this Channel was doubtful and contro- 
versial and one which could only be settled by negotiation. They even 
appreciated the Belgian point of view on the subject and were prepared to 
consider it in the most reasonable spirit. The Dutch delegates on the Revision 
Commission had proposed on several occasions to open conversations on the 
question. They had suggested that it might be referred to arbitration or that 
a settlement might be reached by making a dividing line run down the 
middle of the Channel. But the Belgian delegates had on each occasion 
declared that they preferred to leave the matter in abeyance. Then suddenly 
the Dutch found that the Belgians were attempting to settle the question 
off-hand by a turn of drafting in an article of the Agreement. The Nether- 
land Government were perfectly ready to negotiate but they could not allow 
themselves to be rushed in this way. They had to bear in mind considera- 
tions of historical, political, strategical and commercial interest; for instance, 
the safety of Flushing might be involved. M. de Karnebeek added that he 
would be compelled to bring out all the phases of the question, with chapter 
and verse, in his forthcoming speech in the Chamber. He intended to use 
language of a studiously moderate character, but he could not avoid exposing 
the bad faith which had throughout characterised the attitude of the Belgian 
Government, and considerable irritation was likely to be aroused here. 

I said that I had no instructions on the subject, and that my information 
was principally derived from the press. But if an arrangement was to be 
allowed to subsist under which not only Antwerp but also Zeebrugge was to 
be bottled-up, the Belgian point of view had my personal sympathy. M. de 
Karnebeek replied that the Netherland Government had no desire to bottle- 
up Zeebrugge, which ought to be available for the free and unrestricted use 
of the Belgians in peace and war. 

In reply to a further enquiry of mine, His Excellency said that the Dutch 
had not exercised the rights they claimed over the Wielingen Channel during 
the war, as they recognised that the question of these rights was controversial 
and should be held in abeyance until settled by negotiation, but this did not 
mean that they had abandoned them. He continued that the moment might 
come when a regrouping of European interests might render His Majesty’s 

' On May 26. 
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Government glad to feel that there was still some neutral control over all the 
mouths of the Scheldt. I did not pursue this line of thought. 

M. Hymans’ specch has naturally aroused a considerable degree of interest 
and comment in the Dutch press. I am forwarding extracts to Your Lord- 
ship under separate cover.2 The tone of the Dutch papers is on the whole 
moderate and reserved. My personal impression is that the Netherland 
Government are prepared to take a reasonable view of the question, and 
that it ought not to be difficult to arrive at a satisfactory settlement. In the 
course of our conversation, M. de Karnebeek, while expressing his resentment 
over the attitude of M. Hymans in the matter, reiterated his conviction that 
good and friendly relations between Holland and Belgium were essential in 
the interest of both countries. His Excellency expressed the private convic- 
tion that in the present instance M. Hymans, who had none too good a case 
to show to the Belgian Chamber in regard to the question of the abandonment 
by Belgium of her neutral position, was deliberately attempting to delay the 
conclusion of the Dutch-Belgian Agreement in the hope that some turn of 
events might strengthen his position. 

I have, &c., 
R. GRAHAM 
2 Not printed. 


No. 20 
Sir G. Grahame! (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received June 4) 


No. 1709 [E 5854/443/44] 
PARIS, June 2, 1920 
My Lord, 

His Majesty’s Ambassador received on Saturday, the 29th instant, Your 
Lordship’s telegram No. 611? in which you approved his proposal to take an 
early opportunity of speaking at the Ministry for Foreign Affairs with regard 
to the anti-English propaganda in the French Press, especially in connection 
with the pamphlet and posters which have appeared in Paris entitled ‘La 
France sera-t-elle expulsée de l’?Orient?’3 

The Earl of Derby, who left for England early on Monday morning, was 
unable to carry out his intention of speaking about the matter at the Ministry 
for Foreign Affairs before he went, and he therefore desired me to do so. 

I accordingly paid a visit to-day to Monsieur Paléologue, the Secretary- 
General of the Ministry for Foreign Affairs, and showed him the pamphlet 
and informed him of the poster in question, telling him that I had not come 


t Minister in H.M. Embassy at Paris. 2 Of May 28, not printed. 

3 The pamphlet was issued by the Comité Dupleix of 26, rue de Grammont, Paris. This, 
according to Lord Derby’s despatch No. 1525 of May 20 (not printed), was an offshoot of the 
‘Alliance Francaise’. The poster, on the other hand, was signed ‘by a variety of Colonial and 
Catholic Societies such as the “‘Comité du Maroc’’, ‘‘Le Comité Catholique’’, ‘‘Le Comité 
de l’Action Frangaise’’, and others’. 
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to make an official remonstrance but that I wished to speak to him in a 
friendly and informal way about the anti-British propaganda in the French 
press. I told him that Lord Derby had asked me to speak to him with regard 
to the matter as it caused him great concern, and that I was sure that he, 
Monsieur Paléologue, realised that France had no more sincere friend than 
Lord Derby, nor was any Englishman more devoted to the cause of intimate 
and cordial relations between France and Great Britain than he was. What 
I was going to say was therefore not to be taken as an indication of a recrimi- 
natory spirit, but as a sign of real and genuine anxiety with regard to the 
ultimate effect on French public opinion if the campaign against England 
continued. For at least a year it had been almost impossible to take up a 
French newspaper without immediately noticing unfriendly criticism or 
attacks on England. This was not only the case with regard to the ‘big guns’ 
of the Parisian press. The tendency to attack England was unfortunately 
much more wide-spread. It was often brought to the notice of the Embassy 
that newspapers of all categories and in many parts of France followed suit. 
I showed him two specimens of these attacks which I happened to find on 
my table that morning; one from the ‘Petit Marseillaise’, and another from 
the ‘Vie Maritime’, as an illustration of what I meant. I feared that the 
French press was poisoning the wells of the good feeling between France and 
England. One day it would be realised that this had been done, and it 
would perhaps be found that it could not be undone. It would be too late. 
The poster to which I called his attention, and which had been placarded up 
throughout Paris, had naturally been read by thousands of people who must 
have come away with the impression that England was cheating France out of 
advantages due to her. I had myself heard a working man exclaim, after 
looking at it, “That is too much.’ The attacks in the French press recurred 
with despairing regularity; when we had given France satisfaction in one 
direction, we found the newspapers passing our conciliatory action over 
almost with[out] comment and proceeding to abuse us on a variety of other 
matters. There seemed to be no end to it. The British press, on the other 
hand, displayed, almost without exception, nothing but cordial and affec- 
tionate sentiments towards France. 

Monsieur Paléologue received my observations in a very friendly manner. 
He remarked, however, that there were some aspects of English policy which 
were naturally of a kind to give rise to criticism here, but that he invariably 
endeavoured to discourage French journalists who visited him from indulg- 
ing in personalities or abuse. It was true that the British Prime Minister 
came in for a certain amount of criticism. His explanation of this criticism, 
which he seemed to consider as not being particularly malicious, was a some- 
what ingenious one, namely: that Mr. Lloyd George was by temperament 
akin to Frenchmen: that he interested them enormously, and that they 
had got into the habit of attacking him just as they attacked Monsieur 
Clemenceau: he was so nearly one of themselves. I must have observed 
that Your Lordship and other Ministers did not come in for nearly so much 
condemnation. 
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I was obliged to tell Monsieur Paléologue that I took somewhat more 
seriously than he did the attacks which were made on Mr. Lloyd George. 
To my mind, they were much more offensive as a rule than he would have 
me believe. It was most unpleasant to read day after day diatribes against 
the Head of His Majesty’s Government, in which his motives were distorted 
and accusations of the most unworthy kind brought against him. These 
attacks were directed against a foreign statesman who had stood by the side 
of France in moments of the gravest peril without ever failing her. French- 
men must surely realise that if England had not put every ounce of her weight 
into the great struggle, France, if she had not been beaten, would, at any 
rate, have had to accept an inconclusive peace by negotiation. Who, I asked, 
had done more to intensify and concentrate the whole force of the British 
Empire for the single and undivided aim of beating the enemy than Mr. 
Lloyd George? 

Monsieur Paléologue cordially assented to this, and declared with em- 
phasis that he could assure me that the French Government were most 
anxious to prevent personal attacks on the Prime Minister. 

He further told me that I might rest assured that what I had said would 
not have been in vain in so far as the Ministry for Foreign Affairs was con- 
cerned, but its powers of action were limited. I said that I knew that the 
Government could not entirely prevent press vituperation but journalists of 
all kinds were received daily at the Quai d’Orsay, and I thought that by 
bringing the matter amicably to the attention of good friends of England, 
like himself, we might hope for some improvement. It was eminently worth 
while for what was at stake was the future good relations between two great 
peoples.* 

I have, &c., 
GEORGE GRAHAME 


* Lord Curzon minuted: ‘It will make no difference: tho’ I agree that Sir G. Grahame 
acted with propriety and spirit.’ 


No. 21 
Letter from Sir E. Crowe to Sir E. Howard (Madrid) 
[79994/182073/41] 
Confidential FOREIGN OFFICE, June 4, 1920 


My dear Howard :— 

Your despatch No. 333 of May 2oth,' in which you discuss the question of 
possible financial assistance to the Portuguese Government, and suggest that 
any independent action taken by this country might be misinterpreted in 
Spain, has caused a little flutter, but nothing has been done on it. 

I must confess to you my private view that if His Majesty’s Government 
wished to help Portugal financially, they would hardly consider it necessary 


' No. 16. 
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or desirable to consult the Spanish Government, or be seriously influenced 
by Spanish national jealousies. 

I daresay you will remember how in 1898, Germany objected to England 
making a loan to Portugal, and insisted on ‘associating’ Germany with Great 
Britain. This led to the famous Anglo-German secret agreement of that year,? 
the consequences of which were not such as to make our yielding on that 
occasion a happy precedent. 

As a matter of fact, there is no present intention of making a loan to 
Portugal. The Portuguese Government have made no direct request, and 
His Mayjesty’s Government has stated publicly that it is their considered 
policy, with the cessation of war expenditure, to grant no further Government 
loans to foreign countries. But I hope there are no illusions in Spain as to her 
being able to play towards Portugal the réle which Germany succeeded in 
assuming under the Anglo-German secret agreement of 1898. 

Yours always, 
Eyre A. CROWE 


2 See British Documents on Origins of the War, 1898-1914, ed. G. P. Gooch and Harold 
Temperley (London, 1926 ff.), vol. i, chap. ii, section i1. 


No. 22 
Earl Curzon to the Earl of Derby (Paris) 
No. 1843 [200852/11763/4] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, June 7, 1920 
My Lord, 

With reference to previous correspondence on the subject of the revision of 
the treaties of 1839 with Belgium and Holland, I transmit herewith a copy 
of a note from the Belgian Ambassador,! with five enclosures, informing me of 
the situation which has now arisen owing to the claim put forward by the 
Dutch Government to sovereignty over the approach to the Scheldt known 
as the Wielingen Channel, the greater part of which is situated within three 
miles of the Belgian coast. 

2. I also transmit a copy of a note addressed by His Excellency to Sir 
E. Crowe,? to whom the former note was handed by Baron Moncheur per- 
sonally for my consideration. 

3. The Belgian Government now appeal to His Majesty’s Government to 
support their point of view, and to do their utmost to secure its acceptance 
in Holland, and they have addressed a similar communication to the French 
Government. 

4. Your Excellency will recollect that I have never yet received the official 

? No. 17. 

2 On May 31, not printed. Baron Moncheur had subsequently on June 2 discussed 


various matters with Lord Curzon himself and expressed the hope that H.M.G. would 
support the Belgian position concerning the Wielingen Channel. See Vol. IX, No. 501. 
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account of the proceedings at the last meeting of the Peace Conference Com- 
mission held in Paris on March 23rd last and do not therefore know whether 
the British delegates on that occasion expressed any opinions or submitted 
any objections to the statement made by the Netherlands delegates on this 
subject; nor have I received any indication of the attitude adopted on that 
occasion by the French or any of the other delegations represented on the 
Commission. 

5. I request that you will endeavour to procure copies of the procés-verbal 
of that meeting, and will ascertain the views of the French Government on 
the merits of the case now submitted by the Belgian Government, as well as 
on the best methods of dealing with the situation. 

6. You should suggest for the consideration of the French Government 
that joint representations might be made at The Hague to the effect that the 
Allied Governments are at a loss to understand the action of the Netherlands 
Government in putting forward a claim of this unprecedented kind under 
conditions which appear designed to render impossible the definite con- 
clusion of the agreement for the revision of the treaties of 1839, to which the 
Allies are bound to attach the utmost importance and which they had hoped 
at last to see brought to a successful issue.* 

Iam, &c., 
Curzon oF KEDLESTON 


3 In his despatch No. 1803 of June 11 (not printed) Lord Derby transmitted a copy of the 
proofs of the minutes of the meeting of March 23 (see No. 8) which, he said, he had been 
trying to obtain for the past two months, ‘but the Ministry of Foreign Affairs have explained 
to me that it was impossible to draw them up any sooner owing to the attitude of the 
Belgian and Netherlands Delegations who, ever since the meeting, have been trying to 
amend and supplement the reserves and statements which they wish to see embodied in the 
Minutes’. Final copies of the minutes were enclosed in Lord Derby’s despatch No. 2004 
of June 24, received June 26. 

4 Sir G. Grahame reported in his despatch No. 1904 of June 18 that a note had been ad- 
dressed to the French Ministry of Foreign Affairs ‘in the sense of’ this paragraph. 


No. 23 


Memorandum by Sir Eyre Crowe on his conversation with the 
Belgian Minister for Foreign Affairs 


[205659/2144/4] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, June 23, 1920 


When at Boulogne, on June 22, M. Hymans spoke to me about the Franco- 
Belgian negotiations for a military convention (or understanding) respecting 
the defence of Belgium in case of a German attack.' He begged me once more 
to call Lord Curzon’s attention to the importance of a supplementary under- 
standing between Belgium and Great Britain. He expressly disavowed any 


t M. Hymans had been attending the First Conference of Boulogne, June 21-22, 1920; 
cf. Vol. VIII, Chap. V. 
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intention of pressing for any arrangement which would in any way commit 
Great Britain to render assistance. The whole object of his proposal was that 
plans should be concerted which could rapidly be acted upon in case 
circumstances should arise in which Great Britain decided to come to 
Belgium’s assistance. 

I said I felt sure Lord Curzon was fully aware of the Belgian views and 
desires in this respect, but that I would once more remind His Lordship of 
what M. Hymans had put forward.? 

M. Hymans then referred to the question of Dutch Limburg. Belgium 
having failed to obtain any cession of territory from Holland, had entirely 
accepted the situation, but was anxious to make the best arrangement possible 
for the defence of Belgian territory. The projection of Dutch Limburg into 
Belgium rendered the problem of defence practically impossible without the 
cooperation of Holland. The Belgian Government had accordingly pro- 
posed at The Hague that the two countries should enter into some arrange- 
ment for the common defence of their eastern frontiers against a German 
attack. Holland alone could not defend Dutch Limburg and she had ad- 
mitted that in case of a German invasion, Dutch resistance could only be 
organised to the west of Limburg. This left the Germans free to reach the 
Belgian frontier through Limburg unopposed, and consequently compelled 
the Belgian Government to concentrate large forces in a position extra- 
ordinarily difficult to hold. On the other hand it would be comparatively 
easy for Belgian troops to keep the Germans at bay on the eastern frontier of 
Dutch Limburg, if the Dutch consented to Belgian cooperation in warding 
off the German attack. 

To these representations the Dutch had remained deaf. They declined to 
enter into any arrangement or even discussion on this subject with Belgium, 
maintaining that they had no reason to fear any German violation of Dutch 
neutrality and that therefore there was no danger of any German invasion 
of Limburg. 

M. Hymans suggested that His Majesty’s Government, together with the 
French Government, might point out to the Dutch Government the real 
importance, even in the purely Dutch interest, of some sort of understanding 
with Belgium whereby the risk of a German attack on Belgium through 
Dutch Limburg would be minimised. The understanding would take the 
form of plans for the defence of Limburg by combined Dutch and Belgian 
forces. 

I said I could only submit what M. Hymans had said for consideration by 
the Cabinet, but I expressed my personal doubt whether an Anglo-French 
representation to the Dutch Government, such as M. Hymans had suggested, 
would lead them to change their attitude.3 Holland had shown herself very 


+ The Belgian views had recently been put forward by the Belgian Ambassador at 
London in an interview with Lord Curzon on June 2; cf. No. 22, n. 2. 

3 In The Hague despatch No. 584 of July 15 (not printed) Sir R. Graham told Lord 
Curzon that when in London he had seen Sir E. Crowe’s memorandum, and that he entirely 
agreed that an Anglo-French representation ‘would serve no useful purpose’. 
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determined to maintain her neutrality at all costs and entirely avoid any 
entangling arrangements even for common defence with other Powers. If 
there were reasonable prospects of Holland showing willingness to accept 
Belgian cooperation in the defence of Limburg, I did not know what attitude 
His Majesty’s Government might take up. But I felt pretty sure that they 
would be most reluctant to make proposals to Holland which would be 
promptly met by a blank refusal. 


E. A. CG. 
No. 24 
Earl Curzon to Sir R. Graham (The Hague) 
No. 373 [206183/11763/4] 
Confidential sPA,' July 7, 1920 


Sir, 

The Dutch Minister called at the Foreign Office on the 26th June and dis- 
cussed with Sir Eyre Crowe the difficulty which had arisen between Holland 
and Belgium in regard to the Wielingen Canal [Channel]. M. van Swinderen 
stated that his Government were seriously apprehensive that the Belgian 
Government were seeking a close understanding with France in order to 
revive the Belgian demands for territorial concessions from Holland as 
compensation for the abrogation of the treaties of 1839. 

2. Sir Eyre Crowe replied that he was unable to share this apprehension. 
The Belgian demands for territorial concessions from Holland had been 
definitely ruled out by the Supreme Council when setting up the commission 
charged to prepare the revision of the 1839 treaties.2_ The Belgian Govern- 
ment had loyally accepted that decision,? and His Majesty’s Government were 
quite unaware of any indications that they desired to reopen the question. 

3. The pourparlers between the French and the Belgian Governments, to 
which M. van Swinderen had referred as giving occasion for anxiety, were 
intended solely to meet the danger of a renewed German invasion. The 
Belgian Government, it was true, still persevered in their earnest desire to 
arrive at a friendly understanding with Holland for the joint defence of 
Dutch Limburg against an unprovoked German attack, but whereas the 
determination of the Dutch Government not to enter into arrangements with 
any other country in regard to military or naval matters was a perfectly 
comprehensible attitude, the Belgian desire for some sort of Dutch co-opera- 
tion in mutual defence was equally comprehensible and could hardly be 
construed into unfriendly territorial designs against Holland. 

4. M. van Swinderen said that his Government would be considerably 
relieved to learn that His Majesty’s Government did not share their fears 


t Lord Curzon attended the meetings of the Inter-Allied Conference at Spa, July 5-16, 
1920; see Vol. VIII, Chap. VIII. Only a draft and a Confidential Print copy of this 
despatch are preserved in Foreign Office archives. 

2 See No. 8, n. 13. 3 Ibid., n. 14. 
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of Belgian designs on Holland supported by France. He was at a loss, how- 
ever, to understand the object pursued by the Belgians in endeavouring to 
evade signature of the convention for the revision of the 1839 treaties by 
raising the question of the Wielingen Channel. 

5. Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that the Belgian and Dutch Governments 
charged one another with the same design, and that both Governments had 
assured His Majesty’s Government that they were sincerely desirous of 
signing the convention provided that the difficulty in regard to the Wielingen 
question could be overcome. Whilst seeing no reason to question the sin- 
cerity of either Government, Sir Eyre Crowe expressed the hope that M. de 
Karnebeek would find some means of relinquishing the claim to Dutch 
sovereignty over Belgian territorial waters, a claim which it would be difficult 
to expect any Belgian Government to admit or even to discuss. 

6. M. van Swinderen professed to be somewhat perplexed by the attitude 
of His Majesty’s Government, both I myself and Lord Hardinge having, he 
said, informed him most categorically that His Majesty’s Government had 
no intention of intervening in any way in the dispute regarding the Wielingen 
Channel, whereas Mr. Harmsworth had since, in an answer to a parlia- 
mentary question,‘ foreshadowed Anglo-French representations to the Dutch 
Government in the matter. I may say that I have no recollection of ever 
having said anything of the kind, and Lord Hardinge merely remarked, in the 
course of a casual conversation, that His Majesty’s Government had not 
intervened so far, and we hoped the Dutch and the Belgians would be able to 
settle the matter by mutual negotiations. 

7. Sir Eyre Crowe replied to M. van Swinderen that he was unable at the 
moment to recall the exact words of Mr. Harmsworth’s statement, nor did he 
know precisely what I and Lord Hardinge had said. He could, however, well 
understand a disclaimer on our part to intervene by taking sides in the actual 
dispute, or by actively demanding that the issue should be decided in a 
particular manner. On the other hand, it would be difficult for His Majesty’s 
Government to maintain that they were in no way interested in the question, 
and, indeed, they had a very direct interest in the signature of the convention 
for the revision of the 1839 treaties, seeing that, as long as those treaties 
remained in their present condition, there were uncertainties and anomalies 
in the situation which were obviously a source of embarrassment to the 
signatories of the original treaties. The question of Belgian neutrality and 
the guarantee for that neutrality were involved. His Majesty’s Government 
had therefore certainly contemplated making, together with the French 
Government, an appeal to the Dutch Government not to jeopardise the 
signature of the convention, which had been negotiated with so much trouble, 
by insisting on placing on record, in this connection, their claim to the 
sovereignty over the Wielingen Channel even within Belgian territorial waters. 

8. Sir Eyre Crowe added that, whilst it was not for His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment to intervene in a question in dispute between Holland and Belgium, 


4 See 130 H.C. Deb. 55., col. 1281. Mr. C. Harmsworth was Parliamentary Under 
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs. 
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he considered it necessary to draw attention to a practical aspect of the dis- 
pute which was of direct concern to His Majesty’s Government. M. van 
Swinderen must be well aware, from the many discussions at The Hague 
Conference, of the great importance attached by His Majesty’s Government, 
and particularly by the British naval authorities, to the 3-mile zone of 
territorial waters. His Majesty’s Government were bound to take exception 
to any attempt to infringe that principle, and the Netherlands Government 
would remember that during the war this point had actually been raised by 
His Majesty’s Government in regard to these very waters in proximity to the 
Belgian coast. It must, therefore, be no cause for surprise to the Dutch if 
His Majesty’s Government, when approached by either party, maintained 
their traditional view of national sovereignty over the 3-mile belt of 
territorial waters. 

g. After some further discussions of an entirely friendly character, M. van 
Swinderen agreed that it was most desirable to find some way of proceeding 
with the convention for revising the 1839 treaties by eliminating the Wie- 
lingen question, although he did not for the moment see how this could be 
achieved. 

Iam, &c., 
Curzon OF KEDLESTON 


No. 25 


Note from Earl Curzon to the Belgian Ambassador 


[208196/11763/4] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, July 20, 1920 
Your Excellency, 

In your Note No. 30P/2552 of May 28th last,' you informed me of the 
situation which had arisen in the course of the negotiations for the revision 
of the 1839 Treaties as a result of the claim put forward by the Netherlands 
Government to sovereignty over that portion of the Wielingen Channel which 
is situated within three miles of the Belgian coast. 

2. His Majesty’s Government and the French Government have been in 
communication on this subject, and they have now decided to address joint 
representations to the Netherlands Government, drawing their attention to 
the importance which the Allied Governments attach to the satisfactory 
conclusion of this question, and expressing the hope that the Netherlands 
Government may render possible an early and definite conclusion of the 
Agreement for the revision of the Treaties of 1839 by recognising the right of 
Belgium to sovereignty over that portion of the Wielingen Channel which is 
situated within Belgian territorial waters. 

I have, &c., 
(for the Secretary of State), 
CHARLES TUFTON? 
t No. 17. 
2 Assistant Secretary, superintending the Western Department of the Foreign Office. 
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No. 26 
Earl Curzon to Sir R. Graham (The Hague) 


No. 393 [208196/11763/4] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, July 21, 1920 
Sir, 

With reference to my despatches Nos. 316 of the 7th ultimo! and 373 
Confidential of the 7th instant,? I transmit to you herewith a copy of a note 
handed to me by the French Minister for Foreign Affairs at Spa? on the 
subject of the difficulties which have arisen between Belgium and the Nether- 
lands as to the sovereignty of those portions of the Wielingen Channel which 
lie within the three-mile limit of the Belgian coast. 

2. I request that you will concert with your French colleague in addressing 
representations to the Netherlands Government in the sense suggested by 
this memorandum. 

Iam, &c., 
Curzon OF KEDLESTON 


' No. 22, which was repeated to The Hague as No. 316. 2 No. 24. 
3 Cf. No. 24, n. 1. 


ENCLOSURE IN No. 26 


Pro Memoria 


SPA, le 12 juillet rg20 


Par une note en date du 18 juin dernier, ! Ambassadeur de Sa Majesté 
Britannique a Paris a bien voulu entretenir le Gouvernement frangais de la 
question de la souveraineté belge sur la passe des Wielingen qui donne 
accés a |’Escaut.‘ 

Aux termes de cette note, le Gouvernement britannique, estimant que le 
point de vue belge est entiérement juste, proposait au Gouvernement frangais 
de faire a La Haye une démarche conjointe, ‘pour faire connaitre au Gouverne- 
ment néerlandais que les Gouvernements alliés ne peuvent comprendre 
qu'il ait fait valoir une réclamation aussi peu conforme aux précédentes, et 
cela dans des conditions qui sont manifestement de nature a rendre impos- 
sible la conclusion définitive des accords envisagés pour la revision des 
traités de 1839, revision a laquelle les Gouvernements alliés attachent une 
grande importance et qu’ils désirent voir aboutir a une solution satisfaisante.’ 

Le Gouvernement de la République, ainsi qu’il en a informé dés le 
premier jour le Cabinet de Bruxelles, est entiérement d’accord avec le 
Gouvernement britannique pour reconnaitre le bien-fondé du point de vue 
belge concernant la souveraineté de la Belgique sur la passe des Wielingen. 

Il est donc prét a donner a son représentant 4 La Haye les instructions 
nécessaires en vue de la démarche suggérée par le Gouvernement britannique. 


4 See No. 22, n. 4. 


57 


Il estime toutefois, que, pour éviter tout malentendu et pour mettre fin a 
toutes contestations possibles au sujet d’une question qui présente la plus 
grande importance au point de vue de la sécurité de la Belgique, il convient 
que les représentants des Gouvernements alliés, en effectuant leur démarche 
a La Haye, emploient une formule ne laissant aucun doute sur la maniére dont 
la France et l’Empire britannique congoivent le réglement de cette question. 
Dans la pensée du Gouvernement de la République, les Ministres de France 
et d’Angleterre, aprés s’étre exprimés dans le sens indiqué par la note de 
Lord Derby, devraient donc faire connaitre au Gouvernement néerlandais 
que leurs Gouvernements désirent que les droits de souveraineté de la Belgique 
sur la partie de la passe des Wielingen qui traverse les eaux territoriales 
belges soient consacrés d’une maniére précise. 

Le réglement de cette question a la satisfaction de la Belgique permettrait 
de terminer ensuite rapidement la question de la revision des traités de 1839. 

Le Gouvernement de la République serait heureux d’apprendre que le 
Gouvernement de Sa Majesté Britannique est disposé 4 envoyer dans ce sens 
des instructions a son représentant a La Haye. 


No. 27 
Earl Curzon to Sir R. Graham (The Hague) 


No. 113 Telegraphic [209170/11763/4] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, July 24, 1920, 6 p.m. 

My despatch No. 393.! 

Wielingen Channel. 

Sir Eyre Crowe had a conversation with Dutch Minister here on July 21st 
as a result of which latter seemed hopeful of getting Dutch Government to 
adopt a course which, whilst saving their face, might enable them to arrive 
at a satisfactory understanding with the Belgians. Dutch Minister was told of 
_ joint communication which you and your French colleague were instructed 
to make. 

Today Sir Eyre Crowe has received a private telegram from him at The 
Hague urging that joint communication should be deferred.2_ This would 
appear to indicate that Dutch Government prefer to arrive at understanding 
with the Belgians without pressure from England and France. 

In these circumstances, it would scem judicious to allow them a little more 
time to reach an agreement direct, and you are accordingly authorized, if 
your French colleague agrees, and if you have not already acted, to hold 
your hand in the expectation of an early resumption of proposals between 
Dutch and Belgians. 

Repeated to Paris No. 819 and Brussels No. 121. 


t No. 26. 2 Not printed. 
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No. 28 


The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received July 31, 11 a.m.) 
No. 888 Telegraphic [210143/11763/4] 


| PARIS, July 30, 1920, 6 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 820.! 

Following is substance of reply from Ministry of Foreign Affairs: 

French Ambassador, Brussels, has information indicating that Belgian 
Government would regret postponement of proposed Franco-British Com- 
munication at Hague. 

French Government fear moreover that Netherlands Government may be 
seeking through direct agreement to arrive at a solution of dispute which 
would leave matter in doubt. French Government consider best method of 
inducing Netherlands Government to settle so important a question is to 
confront them with a joint Anglo-French representation, which cannot of 
course be in nature of pressure and (as has already been agreed to) aims 
solely at leaving no doubt in their minds regarding interest taken by two 
Allied Governments in Wielingen question being solved in a sense favourable 
to Belgium. 

French Government therefore hope that His Majesty’s Government will 
confirm instructions to His Majesty’s Minister at The Hague to make pro- 
posed representation in accordance with his French colleague without further 
delay. French Minister has received all necessary instructions. 

Copy of note? by bag tonight. 

1 In this telegram of July 24 (not printed) Lord Derby was instructed to explain to the 


French Government the position outlined in No. 27. 
2 Not printed. 


No. 29 


Str R. Graham (The Hague) to Earl Curzon (Received August 2, 11.30 p.m.) 
No. 145 Telegraphic [210174/11763/4] 
Urgent THE HAGUE, August 2, 1920, 1.50 p.m. 


Your despatch No. 393! and your telegram No. 113.? 

I agreed with French Minister who had received no instructions to delay 
any representations for a week. In the meantime I conveyed strong private 
hint to Minister for Foreign Affairs that if, as I knew to be the case, he desired 
to avoid joint Anglo-French representations he should endeavour to arrive 
at early understanding with Belgian Government. 

French Chargé d’Affaires in absence of Minister informed me that he has 
received instructions not to delay démarche further but to make a represen- 
tation today. This is not possible as Minister for Foreign Affairs is in the 


1 No. 26. 2 No. 27. 
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country until tomorrow. I have been informed privately by Under Secretary 
at Ministry for Foreign Affairs that no direct negotiations with Belgium are 
taking place but he told me Netherlands Minister in London has had further 
conversation with Sir Eyre Crowe and has persuaded him that joint represen- 
tation would have worst possible effect here and should be held up. 

He therefore begged it should be further postponed. But Monsieur Van 
Swinderen’s impression[s] of conversations are often inaccurate. 

Shall I make a representation at once? I fear prospect of early direct 
understanding between Holland and Belgium on this subject is remote. On 
the other hand I am by no means sure that our representation unless sup- 
ported by some form of pressure will prove effective. 


No. 30 


Earl Curzon to the Earl of Derby (Paris) and Sir F. Villiers (Brussels) 
No. 860! Telegraphic [210143/11763/4| 


FOREIGN OFFICE, August 2, 1920, 5 p.m. 


Dutch Minister has tentatively put forward proposal that Dutch claim to 
sovereignty over the Weilingen [sc] Channel be rapidly but carefully ex- 
amined by expert commission in which besides Holland and Belgium, Great 
Britain and France would be represented. He describes attitude of Dutch 
Government as opposed to making formal renunciation of their claim at the 
bidding of Belgium and under pressure from British and French Govern- 
ments, without at least previous formal examination of Dutch arguments. 
If, however, majority report of such a commission as he has prepared? were 
to be adverse to Dutch contention, he gave it to be understood that the 
Netherlands Government would be found ready to make concession, though 
he said he had no authority to give a binding declaration. 

Our impression is that the Dutch are trying to find a solution which whilst 
giving away substance of their case would save their dignity. They were 
apparently alarmed at the expected joint representation from the British 
and French Governments which they knew to be impending, and they desire 
to forestal[1] it by spontaneously suggesting a method of settlement, which 
would give us as much as we could have expected to obtain had the joint 
representation been actually made. 

We are therefore disposed to consider the suggested commission of four 
favourably. But before we can definitely judge whether it offers such reason- 
able prospect of a final settlement as will justify us in agreeing to it definitely, 
it will be necessary to get the hitherto informal proposals of the Dutch 
Minister put into official and more concrete shape. Discussions with him to 
this end are proceeding. 


! No. 860 to Paris and No. 125 to Brussels. A copy was sent by bag to The Hague, 
cf. No. 31. 
2 In the telegram as drafted this word read ‘proposed’. 
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as onion ‘ieee 


Please explain position to Government to which you are accredited and 
say that of course we shall not commit ourselves without further consultation 
with them. 


No. 31 


Sir R. Graham (The Hague) to Earl Curzon (Received August 4, 4.15 p.m.) 
No. 147 Telegraphic [210471/11763/4] 
THE HAGUE, August 3, 1920, 3.30 p.m. 

Your despatch No. 407! and your telegram No. 860 to Lord Derby,? which 
has reached me by bag today answer my telegram No. 1453 of yesterday. 
I shall take no action until further instructed and have informed French 
Chargé d’Affaires who agrees to wait. 

I have not seen Monsieur de Karnebe[e]k for some days as he has been in 
the country, and Under Secretary did not appear to know of proposal out- 
lined in your telegram No. 860 above. If such a solution proves generally 
acceptable I think it can certainly be obtained. 


1 Of July 26, not printed. 2 No. go. 3 No. 29. 


No. 32 


Sir R. Graham (The Hague) to Earl Curzon (Received August 7) 
No. 627 [210803/11763/4] 


THE HAGUE, August 4, 1920 
My Lord, 

With reference to Your Lordship’s despatch No. 407 of the 26th ultimo! 
and telegram to Lord Derby No. 860 of the 2nd instant,? I have the honour 
to report that I had an interview this morning with the Netherland Minister 
for Foreign Affairs on the subject of the reform of the Mixed Courts in 
Egypt, and that our conversation turned to the question of the Wielingen 
Channel. 

In the course of this conversation I asked M. de Karnebeek whether he 
had any information to give me as to how the matter stood. My French 
colleague and I had, as His Excellency was aware, been upon the point of 
addressing a joint amicable representation to him on this subject, but this 
representation had been delayed owing to the action of the Netherland 
Minister in London. M. van Swinderen had held out hopes either of a direct 
agreement between Holland and Belgium on this matter or else of an 
examination by an expert commission, in which, besides Holland and 
Belgium, Great Britain and France would be represented. As I knew that 
the Netherland Government were anxious to avoid a joint representation it 


! Not printed. 2 No. 30. 
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seemed extremely desirable that they should do all in their power to reach 
an early settlement of the question. 

M. de Karnebeek replied that he was well aware of the impending repre- 
sentation. If such a representation was to be made to the Netherland and to 
the Belgian Governments, well and good; but if it was to be addressed to the 
Netherland Government only, then it could not be entertained, as such a 
proceeding would be grossly unfair. It would imply that the Netherland 
Government were the chief culprits in the matter and would give colour to 
the allegation that it was they who had, at a late stage of the Revision Agree- 
ment negotiations, raised this question of the Wielingen and had thereby 
wrecked them. This allegation was a gross travesty of the facts of the case. 

His Excellency then spoke in the terms which I have already reported to 
Your Lordship in my despatches No. 492 of May gist} and No. 502 of 
June 5th‘. He said that during the initial stages of the Revision negotiations 
the Netherland Government had told the Belgian Government that they 
were ready either to settle the question of the Wielingen Channel as part of 
the Agreement by arbitration or by a frank discussion, or to proceed with the 
negotiations without dealing with the Wielingen at all and to reserve that 
matter for future consideration. It was the latter course which had found 
favour with the Belgian Delegates and in March last M. de Bassonpierre 
[Bassompierre] had come to The Hague in order to urge that this course of 
procedure should be adopted. It was the Belgian and not the Dutch Dele- 
gates who had broken off the negotiations, and they had done so without 
even informing the Dutch Delegates of the rupture. No direct negotiations 
were now proceeding between the Netherland and Belgian Governments on 
the subject and, in view of what had happened, it was not for the Nether- 
land Government to initiate them. 

I spoke to M. de Karnebeek in the sense of Sir E. Crowe’s remarks to 
M. van Swinderen, as reported in Your Lordship’s despatch No. 407. His 
Excellency replied that this was all very well, but that the question was not so 
easy as it looked. If the Wielingen was claimed as lying within Belgian 
territorial waters, part of the Channel claimed certainly lay also within 
Dutch territorial waters. There was further the question of that part of the 
Wielingen which lay outside Belgian territorial waters. There was also the 
question of access to Flushing and this was one in which His Majesty’s 
Government ought to share the Dutch feeling of special interest and anxiety. 
To sum up, the Dutch claims were undoubtedly controversial and they might 
be either good or bad, but they must be dealt with by negotiation and could 
not be settled off-hand under Belgian dictation, even if that dictation were 
supported by great and friendly Powers. 

I alluded to the suggestion which M. van Swinderen had advanced with 
regard to an examination of the question by an expert commission, on which 
Holland and Belgium, Great Britain and France would be represented. I 
enquired whether this suggestion had been put forward with M. de Karne- 
beek’s approval, and whether it represented a concrete and official proposal 

3 No. 19. 4 Not printed. 
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by the Netherland Government. His Excellency replied that he certainly 
agreed in this proposal and had himself inspired it. At the same time he did 
not wish it to be put forward as an official proposal by the Netherland 
Government, as if this were done the Belgian Government would represent 
that it meant a climb down and a weakening of attitude on his part. But 
if the proposal were made to him he was ready to accept it. I said that the 
question of who made the proposal seemed already to have been settled by 
the fact that it had, even though informally, emanated from M. van Swin- 
deren. It appeared to me to afford a possible solution of this troublesome 
question which was serving to embitter the already none too friendly rela- 
tions between Holland and Belgium. I was well aware that M. de Karne- 
beek shared the desire of His Majesty’s Government to see this question and 
the Agreement for the Revision of the 1839 Treaties settled once and for all 
at as early a date as possible. In this his Excellency heartily concurred. 
I have, &c., 
R. GRAHAM 


No. 33 


Sir F. Villiers (Brussels) to Earl Curzon (Received August 7, 11.10 a.m.) 
No. 88 Telegraphic [210820/11763/4| 


BRUSSELS, August 6, 1920, 8.25 p.m. 
My telegram No. 87.! 
I have received reply from Belgian Government. 
They feel unable to accept proposal for expert commission unless joint 
communication has been made to Dutch by British and French Governments. 
Copy by post this evening.? 
1 Of Aug. 3, not printed. 
2 Sent as enclosure in Brussels despatch No. 568 of Aug. 6, not printed. 


No. 34 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Parr' (Brussels) 


No. 587 [211170/11763/4] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, August 13, 1920 
Sir :— 
I have had under consideration Sir F. Villiers’ despatch No. 568 of the 6th. 
instant,? reporting that the Belgian Government feel unable to accept my 
suggestion that the question of the Wielingen Channel should be examined 


' First Secretary in H.M. Embassy at Brussels and acting Chargé d’Affaires. 
2 See No. 33, n. 2. 
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by an expert commission unless the proposed joint representation to the 
Dutch Government shall have been previously made by the British and 
French Governments. 

2. [regret the attitude which the Belgian Government have adopted in this 
matter, and I cannot help feeling that it is due to a misapprehension of the 
situation. The object which His Majesty’s Government have in view is to 
provide a means of escaping from the present deadlock, and it seems to me 
that no such means are afforded by insisting on the proposed joint representa- 
tion. Had it been made when originally intended, it was not to be expected 
that the Netherlands Government would in consequence have definitely 
yielded on the points at issue; at any rate it is unlikely that they would have 
adopted a more conciliatory attitude than they have shown by putting 
forward their present proposal. What has actually happened is that in order 
to forestal[l] the receipt of a distasteful formal representation, of which they 
had received warning, the Netherlands Government have taken a course 
certainly not less favourable than any they would have been likely to adopt 
on actually receiving the representation. In these circumstances, the Bel- 
gian Government stand to gain nothing, and possibly to lose something, by 
insisting at the present moment on the joint Anglo-French representation to 
the Netherlands Government being made as originally contemplated. 

3. Seeing how far matters have gone, the attitude assumed by the Nether- 
lands Government is not unconciliatory. They say they cannot well suddenly 
withdraw in toto claims which they have maintained for many years, and 
which have not been formally examined by the Powers who reject them. It 
is clearly desirable to find some expedient enabling them to retreat without 
loss of dignity, and I fail to see how the Belgian Government would weaken 
their case or suffer any loss in prestige by agreeing to an examination of the 
Dutch claim by an expert Commission having no power to decide anything. 
Even in the altogether improbable event of an adverse opinion by a majority 
of the Commission, the Belgian Government would be no worse off than at 
present. 

4. In my telegram to Sir F. Villiers No. 125 of the and. instant,3 I in- 
formed His Excellency that discussions were proceeding with the Dutch 
Minister in London with the view of placing the proposal for an expert 
commission into an official and concrete shape. These discussions have now 
materialised and you will see from the enclosed correspondence between the 
Dutch Minister and Sir Eyre Crowe* that the Netherlands Government 
definitely agree to the proposed expert commission with the restricted 
functions as described, and declare that in the event of a majority report 
adverse to the Dutch claim, they will be ready to give due weight to opinions 
expressed on such authority and to seek an amicable settlement with the 
Belgian Government on that basis. 

5. [ request that you will approach the Belgian Government on the above 
lines, and urge them to accept the proposed commission of four. I am re- 
questing His Majesty’s Ambassador in Paris to ask the French Government 

3 No. 3o. 4 Not printed. 
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to instruct your French colleague to support you in your representations.5 
It is desirable on all grounds that this troublesome question should be dis- 
posed of as soon as possible, and His Majesty’s Government, for their part, 
will be ready to nominate their expert without delay and to facilitate the 
work of the commission to the utmost extent. 
Iam, &c., 
(for the Secretary of State),§ 


5 This was done in despatch No. 2742 to Paris of Aug. 13, not printed. 
© Signature missing from filed copy. 


No. 35 


The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received August 20, 10.25 a.m.) 
No. 1003 Telegraphic [212265/11763/4] 


PARIS, August 19, 1920, 8.40 p.m. 

Your despatch No. 2742 respecting Wielingen Channel.! 

I hope to obtain official reply from French Government tomorrow. In the 
meantime it looks as though they had pledged themselves to Belgian Govern- 
ment to go ahead with joint protestation at the Hague and not to agree to 
proposed expert commission. 

If in the circumstances His Majesty’s Embassy, Brussels, were to make 
separate representations to Belgian Government in favour of latter course it 
would once again be said that French Government rather than His Majesty’s 
Government had Belgian interests at heart. 

Repeated to Brussels. 


1 This had enclosed a copy of No. 34 for Lord Derby’s information. Cf. No. 34, § 5 and n. 5. 


No. 36 


Mr, Parr (Brussels) to Earl Curzon (Received August 20, 7.15 p.m.) 
No. 94 Telegraphic [212340/11763/4] 


BRUSSELS, August 20, 1920, 4.54 p.m. 

Your despatch No. 587.! Wielingen. 

After ascertaining that my French Colleague had received no instructions 
I consulted Sir G. Grahame with a view to learning whether French Govern- 
ment support of my representations was likely to be forthcoming. 

Having now received repetition of Paris telegram No. 1003? I propose to 
take no action pending arrival of Sir G. Grahame? on August 24th as I am 

1 No. 34. 

2 No. 35 


3 Sir G. Grahame had been appointed H.M. Ambassador at Brussels in succession to 
Sir F. Villiers, who was due to retire. 
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strongly of opinion that in view of determined attitude of Belgian Govern- 
ment reported in Sir F. Villiers’ telegram No. 82* and despatch No. 88,5 
Belgian Government would never accept idea of expert commission unless 
advised to do so by both Governments.§ 

Repeated to Paris. 

* Of July 28, not printed. 

5 The reference is presumably to No. 33 (Brussels telegram No. 88). 


6 Mr. Parr’s decision was approved in Foreign Office telegram No. 139 of Aug. 23 to 
Brussels. 


No. 37 
Earl Curzon to Sir G. Grahame (Brussels) 


No. 620 [212569/2144/4] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, August 26, 1920 
Sir, 

With reference to Sir Francis Villiers’s despatch No. 576 of the goth 
instant,! I learn that M. Delacroix in conversation with the Prime Minister at 
Spa enquired whether His Majesty’s Government would be willing to send a 
British officer of high standing to participate in the discussions which were 
then impending between Marshal Foch and the Belgian General Staff for the 
conclusion of defensive arrangements in the event of German aggression.? 
Mr. Lloyd George replied that the British Cabinet had considered this matter, 
and had been unanimously of opinion that His Majesty’s Government should 
not take part in these discussions, seeing that their participation would be 
regarded in this country as tantamount to a moral obligation, whereas 
British public opinion was at the present time strongly averse to His Majesty’s 
Government accepting any obligation which might be construed into a 
binding engagement. The Prime Minister added that in his opinion the only 
subject which might usefully be discussed between representatives. of the 
French and Belgian Governments and His Majesty’s Government was that of 
the action which the three countries might take in common in the event of its 
becoming necessary to advance into Germany, e.g., in order to occupy the 
Ruhr district. He was unable, however, to agree to the participation of His 
Majesty’s Government in a discussion which would be liable to create an 
impression that His Majesty’s Government were prepared to commit them- 
selves to a permanent continental alliance. 

M. Delacroix did not pursue the matter further, and appeared disposed to 
agree with the Prime Minister’s point of view. 

Iam, &c., 
(for the Secretary of State), 
Eric Puirps 


! This despatch (not printed) referred to conversations at Spa between M. Millerand 
and M. Delacroix respecting a Franco-Belgian military agreement. 
2 Cf. Vol. IX, No. 501. 
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No. 38 


Mr, Parr (Brussels) to Earl Curzon (Received September 16) 
No. 656 [W 32/32/4] 
BRUSSELS, September 14, 1920 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to inform your Lordship, with reference to Sir George 
Grahame’s despatch No. 627 of August 27,! that the Franco-Belgian Military 
Agreement has now been definitely ratified by an exchange of Notes between 
the two Governments, the communication of the ratification by the Belgian 
Government being made by the Belgian Ambassador in Paris yesterday. 

At a meeting of the Foreign Affairs Committee of the Chamber held 
yesterday Monsieur Delacroix? replied to various questions addressed to him 
on the subject. The text of the French Note approving the Convention was 
not made known to the Committee nor was the text of the Agreement itself 
which for obvious reasons must remain secret. Monsieur Delacroix an- 
nounced, however, that the right of Parliament to decide on all matters of 
military interest such as the period of military service, the number of effec- 
tives, &c., would be in no way infringed. Several members enquired whether 
the Convention was likely to facilitate agreements (arrangements) with Great 
Britain and Holland. The Prime Minister replied in the affirmative, adding 
that Belgium’s full sovereign rights were in no way curtailed. 

In an interview given to the “ITemps’ Monsieur Delacroix stated that the 
military entente should rightly be strengthened by an economic agreement 
but that the régimes existing in the two countries were so different that there 
would be many difficulties to overcome. He hoped, however, that after a 
preliminary study of certain definite points it would be possible to arrive at 
some agreement. 

I have the honour to transmit, herewith, copy of a Despatch which I have 
just received from the Military Attaché to this Embassy reporting a conversa- 
tion with the Chief of the Belgian General Staff on the subject of the Military 
Convention. This Despatch has only just reached me as the conversation took 
place just before General Lyon’s departure for England on leave of absence. 

General Maglinse’s remarks on the question of Holland are of some 
interest, especially as the Franco-Belgian Agreement has been much dis- 
cussed in the Dutch press, which considers that according to Article 18 of 
the Covenant of the League of Nations the text of the Agreement should be 
submitted to that body. In his interview given to the “Iemps’ Monsieur 
Delacroix stated that the notes indicating the nature and character of the 
Agreement would be published but that it would be absurd to publish the 
Convention itself which was purely technical. 

I have, &c., 
R. C. PARR 


1 Not printed. 
2 The Belgian Prime Minister had taken over the Ministry of Foreign Affairs on the 
resignation of M. Hymans on Aug. 25. 
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ENCLOsuURE IN No. 38 
Brigadier-General Lyon to Mr. Parr 


No. 18 Secret BRUSSELS, September 6, 1920 


Sir, 

I have the honour to report that General Maglinse, Chief of the Staff of the 
Belgian Army, has been away from Brussels and that until this morning I 
had no opportunity of discussing with him the Franco-Belgian Agreement 
which he has just signed with Marshal Foch. The General gave me rendezvous 
to-day at the railway station. He was proceeding to Aix-la-Chapelle to meet 
Marshal Foch, and gave me the following information. 

The agreement that he has signed is a defensive one and purely of a mili- 
tary nature. It provides for the co-operation of the French and Belgian 
Armies against Germany. As the Ambassador recently reported, the Belgian 
Government have guarded themselves against the possibility of being dragged 
into war by reserving to themselves the right not to co-operate with the 
French unless Germany is, in the opinion of the Belgians, the aggressor. 

General Maglinse told me that in the Agreement that he has signed they 
have still further safeguarded themselves. He said ‘for instance if the French 
want to march to Berlin we have the right to refuse to do so.’ In other words 
if the Belgians consider that military measures proposed by the French are 
unsound or more ambitious than are necessary to meet the situation with 
which they deal, they reserve to themselves full liberty of action. 

I asked the General whether the Agreement only deals with the existing 
military situation, i.e. with the period during which the Allies are occupying 
the line of the Rhine. He said No, that it had no time limit and that it 
provided for the various lines of defence in France and Belgium. The first 
of these lines for the defence of the eastern frontier of Belgium will not, as 
hitherto, follow the line of the Meuse, but will run through Eupen and Mal- 
médy and will pass east of the Grand Duchy before it joins up with the 
French line. 

I then spoke of the defence of the Channel ports and asked what arrange- 
ment had been made for it. The General replied that Marshal Foch had said 
that the British and not the French would co-operate with the Belgians in the 
defence of the Belgian Channel ports. General Maglinse did not agree to 
this as the British military authorities will not discuss any plans. He is there- 
fore representing to Marshal Foch that it is necessary for the French to give 
a written undertaking that, failing British co-operation, they will contribute 
the number of troops that is required by [the] Belgians for the defence of the 
line covering Antwerp, Ostend and Zeebrugge. This line will no doubt join 
up with a French line prolonging it to the west. 

I then asked the General about Holland and whether he was prepared to 
use the Belgian Army in Germany and leave the Dutch frontier unprotected. 
He said that one of the hypothesis [sic] on which the Agreement was made 
was that the Allies should contro] the Dutch and that Belgium should there- 
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fore be freed from all fear of Dutch aggression. He went further than this and 
said that Belgium is counting on the Allies coercing the Dutch in the event 
of war. They will first ask Holland to join them and, if she is unwilling to do 
so, will insist on the railways running through Limburg into Germany being 
put at their disposal. In any case it was a matter for the Allies to settle and 
Belgium alone would not enter into any discussion with Holland. 

The only other point of any importance that General Maglinse mentioned 
was that he had stipulated that in the event of France and Belgium acting 
alone against Germany, the sector on the right of the Belgians now occupied 
by the British shall be taken over by the French. 

I feel that in the above account of a hurried conversation with General 
Maglinse, I have not been able to differentiate clearly between the military 
Agreement signed by the General and points of political rather than military 
interest on which the efficiency of the Agreement must necessarily depend. 

The General however told me that his agreement with Marshal Foch was 
purely a defensive and military one and that, as such, it did not have to be 
submitted to the Belgian Government for approval and would be kept secret. 
He also stated that the Agreement that the French and Belgian Governments 
are making will not be submitted to the Belgian Parliament for approval. 

General Maglinse finally expressed his regret that our military authorities 
will not discuss plans for the co-operation of the British and Belgian Armies, 
even when such plans do not commit the Government of either country to 
any line of action and are of a defensive and precautionary nature. 

I have, &c., 
F. Lyon, Brigadier-General, 
Military Attaché 


No. 39 
Sir G. Grahame (Brussels) to Earl Curzon (Received September 22, 4.45 p.m.) 
No. 110 Telegraphic [W 232/144/4] 


Very Confidential BRUSSELS, September 22, 1920, 12.18 p.m. 


President of Council has unfolded to me confidentially a plan for general 
arrangement with Holland with a view to putting relations between the two 
countries on satisfactory footing. He has already been in communication 
with The Hague about it. His desire is to go to The Hague himself and come 
to an agreement on following three leading points :— 


1. Discouragement by Netherlands Government of Flemish activist propa- 
ganda in Holland. 

2. Direct arrangement between the two countries [in] Wielingen channel 
question. 

3. Military agreement between Belgian and Dutch General Staffs for co- 
operation in the event of unprovoked aggression through Dutch Limburg on 
Belgium. This agreement to be entirely unconnected with Franco-Belgian 
military agreement. 
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He also would offer Holland concessions on the subject of Dutch men of 
war passing through Belgian territorial waters. 

President of the Council is extremely anxious that Dutch should discuss 
with him this military agreement, which would be absolutely limited in 
character. 

Dutch have already declared violation of their territory in time of war 
would be a casus belli, and as it could be stipulated in agreement that they 
should have right to determine whether aggression was unprovoked, he 
thinks that Dutch public opinion could be ultimately brought to accept it. 
Signs of a readiness to discuss an agreement of this kind would produce 
immediately a favourable atmosphere which his visit to The Hague and 
friendly speeches which he would make there would increase, and he believes 
that there would be little difficulty then about Wielingen channel. Dutch 
Minister for Foreign Affairs seems, he says, favourable as to points 1 and a2, 
but very doubtful as to point 3. 

President of Council would be most grateful if His Majesty’s Government 
felt able to give Netherlands Government to understand that point 3 of his 
proposals seemed to them a harmless one, and could only have a favourable 
effect on relations between the two countries. The agreement with Holland 
would be a counterpart in the eyes of Flemish Belgians to Franco-Belgian 
agreement which they do not much like, and he can see nothing but advan- 
tage in his proposal. Some assistance of His Majesty’s Government dis- 
creetly given at The Hague would be immensely appreciated by him. 

If an arrangement were ultimately reached under the auspices to some 
extent of His Majesty’s Government the effect here would be excellent. 

If anything were said at The Hague, best time would probably be during 
M. Delacroix’s visit there and at moment chosen by him. 

I do not think that M. Delacroix has approached French Government on 
the subject. Indeed, he seems to desire separate agreement with Holland as 
an indication that he is not tied up with France. 

(Repeated to The Hague) 


No. 40 


Earl Curzon to Sir G. Grahame (Brussels) 
No. 160 Telegraphic [W 232/144/4] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, September 28, 1920, 4 p.m 


Your telegram No. 110 (of September 22:! Relations between Belgium and 
Holland). 

Your information bears out on the whole statement made here recently 
by Dutch Minister (see my despatch No. 692).? 

' No. 39. 

2 Of Oct 2; this was a copy of despatch No. 533 of Oct. 1 to The Hague reporting a 
conversation between Sir E. Crowe and the Netherland Minister in London on Sept. 15. 
M. van Swinderen had indicated that, since the resignation of M. Hymans (see No. 38, 
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Dutch Government have repeatedly announced that under no circum- 
stances will they make a military agreement with Belgium, and I am all the 
more reluctant to intervene when I recall disappointing results of our recent 
effort to work for a friendly understanding between Belgium and Holland. 
No one will be better pleased than H.M. Government if cordial understanding 
and rapprochement between two countries is arrived at, but I am fully 
convinced that this can only be accomplished now by direct negotiations 
without outside interference. 

Please inform President of the Council accordingly. 


n. 2), the Belgian Government had followed a policy of closer association with the Nether- 
lands and it would be preferable for H.M.G. to leave the two countries to settle their 
differences between themselves. 


No. 41 


Earl Curzon to Sir L. Carnegie! (Lisbon) 
No. 348 [W 449/449/36] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, September 28, 1920 
Sir, 

The Portuguese Minister for Foreign Affairs, Senhor Mello Barreto, who is 
on a visit for the first time to this country, came to pay an official visit to me 
this afternoon at the Foreign Office, accompanied by Senhor Gomes, the 
Portuguese Minister in London. 

Our conversation turned for some time upon the political position in Portu- 
gal, which he represented to me in colours that a subsequent conversation 
with the Spanish Ambassador—if the latter was correctly informed—would 
lead me to think were of a somewhat too radiant hue. 

I commented upon the degree to which the influence of Portugal was likely 
to be affected in popular estimation, even in a country like our own, bound 
to her by an ancient and enduring alliance, by the instability of her Minis- 
tries and the apparent lack of co-operation among her different Parties and 
sections of opinion. This instability at home, I also ventured to remark, was 
not without its reaction upon the Colonial administration of Portugal—a 
point which, owing to the contiguity in more than one part of the world of 
our respective dominions, greatly affected ourselves. No surer guarantee of 
the maintenance of Republican institutions in Portugal and of the position 
of Portugal in the world could be imagined than a greater evidence of the 
coalition spirit, which had been so successfully manifested in other countries 
during the period of the war.? 

* H.M. Minister at Lisbon. | 

2 On Sept. 25 Sir E. Crowe noted that ‘in the course of a strictly private talk’ with 
Senhor Gomes, the latter had thrown out ‘the suggestion that a real service would be ren- 
dered to Portugal if Lord Curzon could find an opportunity of saying very clearly to the 


Minister for Foreign Affairs . . . that a really serious effort should be made to unite the 
warring factions. ... So long as royalists and republicans, democrats and radicals, socialists 
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In reply, Senhor Barreto assured me that the Government of which he was 
a member were proceeding upon these principles; that the Ministry was in 
reality a Coalition Administration, inasmuch as the three Portuguese Parties 
were represented upon it; and that he and his colleagues were thoroughly 
conscious of the importance of the point which I had urged. Of the insta- 
bility of Portuguese Ministries he could give no better explanation than that 
it was the fashion of his country, from which it was difficult to find an escape. 
If the Spanish Ambassador’s reports are correct, the Minister will himself, 
before long, provide a fresh illustration of this phenomenon. 

The Portuguese Foreign Minister then asked me for information and ad- 
vice with regard to the alleged menacing intentions of Portugal’s neighbour, 
Spain. Observing that it was well known that the King of Spain had no 
sympathy with Republican institutions, and would welcome any opportunity 
of extending Spanish influence over Portugal, he informed me that reports 
had reached him of extensive military manoeuvres, which were to be con- 
ducted in the forthcoming autumn by the Spanish army under the eye of the 
King himself, at two spots, Badajoz in the south and another place in the 
north, immediately upon the Portuguese frontier. He asked if any rumours 
of this intention had reached me, or if the King of Spain, during his recent 
visit to this country, had made any mention of his intentions in this respect. 

I was glad to assure the Minister that, although His Majesty had conversed 
with me at length, both this year and the year before, upon questions affect- 
ing his country, so far as I could remember, he had not even mentioned the 
name of Portugal, nor had any confirmatory information reached me regard- 
ing the projected military manceuvres. I suggested to him that, if he felt any 
anxiety upon the point, the obvious course to pursue was himself to make 
enquiries of the Spanish Representative in Lisbon, and to express to him, if he 
thought fit, the alarms of which he had spoken to me. 

The Foreign Minister undertook to take this action. 

Prefacing his next observations with the remark that he had a special 
official mission in this country to discharge, he went on to say that, in view 
of the situation which he had described, his Government thought it of special 
importance that Great Britain should manifest some mark of interest and 
sympathy with her ancient Ally. The Portuguese people were very much 
troubled and alarmed at Spanish plans, and would be greatly reassured by 
some evidence that they were not in any way being deserted or forgotten by 
the most powerful of their patrons and friends. 

When I asked him what form he would suggest that this mark of interest 
should assume, he replied by requesting that the British fleet should be 
represented in the Tagus at the forthcoming celebration of the national 
independence of Portugal on October 5th.3 


and communists, spend all their efforts in preventing the parliamentary and administrative 
machine from functioning, so long will H.M.G. remain comparatively powerless to show 
active sympathy with the constantly changing ministries at Lisbon.’ 

3 From an interview with the Portuguese Minister for Foreign Affairs on Sept. 25 Sir 
E. Crowe had gathered that ‘the most welcome testimonial to Portuguese friendship would 
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I enquired whether this had ever been done before, and whether other 
foreign vessels might be expected on this occasion. 

The answer to both questions was in the negative. 

It was now, however, ten years since the proclamation of the Republic; 
in the interval the Portuguese had fought by our side in the Great War; and it 
seemed to me a not unreasonable idea that, just as we have taken an official 
part in the national féte days of other friendly States, and even of some who 
were once our enemies, so the compliment was one which might fairly be paid 
to our most ancient Ally. I promised, therefore, to enquire at the Admiralty, 
without delay, whether a ship could be spared, and to inform the Cabinet, 
if it were meeting to-morrow, of my proposed intention.‘ 

Further I said that we should be very glad if the short stay of the Foreign 
Minister in this country would permit of his accepting the hospitality of the 
Government at a luncheon to be given in his honour. If this were to take 
place next week, I would gladly preside myself; if at the end of this week, when 
I could not be present, I would endeavour to arrange that some other 
Cabinet Minister should take the chair. 

The Portuguese Foreign Minister gratefully welcomed the invitation, and 
seemed well satisfied with the general nature of our conversation. 

Iam, &c., 
Curzon OF KEDLESTON 


be a visit to Lisbon of the Prince of Wales on his return from America. I pointed out at 
once how difficult this would be, as H.R.H., coming from America, would naturally arrive 
in England first, so that a visit to Lisbon would, in practice, be the starting point out on a 
fresh voyage.—I presume that this would not find favour with The King and I held out no 
hope that this could be considered.’ 

* On Sept. 29 Lord Curzon wrote to Senhor Barreto informing him that to his regret no 
vessel was available at Gibraltar and that ‘the practical difficulties in the way of sending a 
ship from a considerable distance are so grcat that the idea must be abandoned’. 


No. 42 


The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received October 5) 
No. 1160 Telegraphic: by bag [W 629/144/4] 


PARIS, October 4, 1920 


Your despatch No. 3070 of the 13th ultimo respecting the question of the 
Wielingen Channel.! 

The French Government have now replied that, having formally promised 
to Belgium to make representations to the Dutch Government, they do not 
think it possible to go back on their promise. They explain however that it is 
not their object to bring pressure to bear on the Dutch Government to induce 
them to yield, but simply, as Mr. Hymans has suggested, in order to make the 
Netherlands Government realise that the French and British Governments 
are of opinion that the Belgian point of view is justified. 


! Not printed. 
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On the other hand they quite realise the utility of the proposed Commis- 
sion now advocated by His Majesty’s Government as offering a means of 
enabling the Dutch Government to save their face, while at the same time 
affording an opportunity for working out in detail the application of the 
principle of Belgian sovereignty over the Wielingen Channel, as recognised 
by France and Great Britain. 

In these circumstances they suggest the following combination. The British 
and French Ministers at The Hague should be instructed to notify the Nether- 
lands Government that their respective Governments consider the Belgian 
point of view in the Wielingen Channel question as justified. At the same 
time they would add that, in order to put an end to this dispute in a manner 
satisfactory to both parties, their Governments propose the appointment of 
a Commission comprising representatives of the four Governments in the 
manner suggested by His Majesty’s Government. This Commission, without 
discussing the principle in dispute, would work out the details as regards the 
control of the Wielingen Channel on the basis of international law. 

This solution would safeguard the dignity of the Netherlands Government, 
and would doubtless facilitate the friendly solution of the dispute. It would 
be understood that the representatives of Great Britain and France in the 
Commission would be instructed not to allow the Belgian point of view to be 
disputed, and they would also be instructed when working out the details of 
Belgian sovereignty, to favour any arrangement or combination which 
would have the effect of protecting the interests of Holland. 

If the joint representations at The Hague are carried out on these lines, 
that is to say without bringing pressure to bear on the Dutch Government, 
but stating clearly the opinions of the two Governments in the matter, the 
two Governments would be fulfilling the promise made to the Belgian 
Government and at the same time they would be putting forward a con- 
ciliatory solution of the whole dispute. If the British Government agree to 
this suggestion, the British and French Ambassadors at Brussels might be 
instructed to ask the Belgian Government unofficially to give their adherence 
to this procedure. 


No. 43 


Earl Curzon to the Earl of Derby (Paris) 
No. 1078 Telegraphic: by bag [W 629/144/4] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, October 9, 1920 


Your telegram No. 1160 (of October 4th.! Holland, Belgium and Wie- 
lingen Channel question). 

Since our suggestion for a commission was put forward, we have received 
an intimation from both Dutch and Belgian Governments that they desire if 
possible to negotiate a settlement of this question among themselves.? It 


t No. 42. 
2 Cf. No. 40, n. 2; for the attitude of the Belgian Government see No. 39. 
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would clearly be not only useless but meddlesome and unfriendly to both 
parties, if we now insisted on intervening. 

Your Excellency should inform French Government accordingly, and say 
we do not in the circumstances propose to approach either party again for 
the present. 


No. 44 
Sir L. Carnegie (Lisbon) to Earl Curzon (Received November 1) 


No. 274 [W 1560/449/36 ] 


LISBON, October 19, 1920 
My Lord, 

In order to meet the propaganda of the Miguelist and Integralist parties 
mentioned in my despatch No. 268 of the 15th instant,! the followers of 
Ex-King Manuel are busy working up enthusiasm for his cause among the 
young men of Portugal. A meeting of the Monarchist Conservative Youth, 
as this movement is called, took place lately at which Viscount de Asseca, 
who has been for the last ten years with Dom Manuel in England, read a 
letter from His Majesty, a translation of which is enclosed. Before reading 
the letter he made a speech, in which he said that owing to the great love he 
bore his country Dom Manuel had always patriotically urged his followers 
to put the interests of the country in the foremost place so as not to aggravate 
its present anxious situation. They must learn to repress their natural im- 
patience and just indignation, and to postpone the realisation of their ideal 
until the opportune moment arrived, namely, when circumstances imposed 
themselves and it was possible to act without endangering the life of the 
country. It was not with a light heart that Dom Manuel had made such 
resolutions which represented for him enormous sacrifice. It was natural that 
at the present moment such disinterestedness, patriotism and abnegation 
should hardly be understood and should even be intentionally misrepresented. 
Viscount d[e] Asseca went on to say that he would offend Dom Manuel if he 
attempted to refute all the calumnies that had been uttered, but he would 
state with all authority that it was His Majesty’s desire to return to Portugal 
and his desire was all the greater when he saw the anxious situation in 
which the country was. It was the ambition of his life to sacrifice himself 
and to labour alongside of all good Portuguese, for there were some still, for 
the resuscitation of his country. 

Viscount d[e] Asseca no doubt made the above statement in order cate- 
gorically to contradict the reports put about by Dom Manuel’s enemies that 
he was anything but anxious to return to Portugal. At the conclusion of the 
meeting a resolution was passed to create a national Monarchist Centre 
which is to include all conservative and liberal currents of opposition, and 
to work together with the common object of restoring the Monarchy in 
Portugal. 

1 Not printed. 
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It will be noticed that in Dom Manuel’s letter allusion is made to the 
necessity of making propaganda through newspapers, so presumably a fresh 
and intense press campaign against the Republic is intended. As it is, the 
Monarchist press never loses a chance of abusing and ridiculing the Republi- 
can Government and Statesmen which seems hardly judicious seeing that at 
the same time it demands as an act of justice an amnesty for the political 
prisoners and exiles. 

As a matter of fact the present Government not long ago were prepared to 
grant an amnesty but were overruled by the extremists, whom they dared 
not offend. Much anxiety and indignation has been felt by the friends and 
relatives of Senhor Ayres d’Ornellas, King Manuel’s ‘Lieutenant’, owing to 
his sudden transfer from a hospital where he was to undergo an operation, 
back to prison, where, it is stated, he is in the infirmary in company with the 
lowest criminals. I alluded to the matter the other day in conversation with 
Senhor de Mello Barreto and observed that this treatment seemed rather 
unjust and cruel and if Senhor d’Ornellas died occasion would be given for 
a violent anti-Republican campaign abroad owing to his high position and 
numerous friends. Senhor de Mello Barreto replied that, as I was aware, he 
was all for moderation and conciliation, but that the Government had reason 
to believe that certain persons had been in communication with Senhor 
Aires [sic] d’Ornellas, whether with or against his approval he did not know, 
and it had been considered advisable to place him in surer custody. It is also 
stated in the press that in view of certain threats against Senhor d’Ornellas’ 
life, the Government considered that he would be safer in prison. 

A belief is held by some people that Monarchist influences have been at 
work in connection with the many strikes that have taken place which cer- 
tainly have the appearance of being rather political than economic. The plan 
the Monarchists are credited with is with the help of the proletariat to dis- 
credit the Republic and make all Government impossible, and then aided by 
the brains and money at their disposal, to come forward and under the plea 
of restoring order get the power into their hands and ultimately restore the 
Monarchy. One may however well ask what Monarchy, seeing the existing 
dissensions between the Manuelists and the Miguelists. Whatever truth 
there may be in this rumour it should not be forgotten that that powerful 
force the Republican Guard really command the situation and they are 
believed to be staunch supporters of the present régime. 

I have, &c., 
LancELoT D. CARNEGIE 


ENCLosuRE IN No. 44 


Dom Manuel to Viscount de Asseca 


Translation FULWELL PARK, TWICKENHAM, October 8, 1920 


My dear Salvador, 
Knowing that you are going to attend the general meeting of the Monar- 
chist Conservative Youth, I desire you to read this letter at the beginning 
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of the session for I wish in this way to greet, with memories of the past and 
hope in the future, the loyal and devoted friends who have sacrificed them- 
selves for their King. 

I wish to do homage to those who died for our beautiful blue and white 
flag, and for whose eternal rest I pray God. 

They rest certainly in peace for they have the supreme consolation of 
duty performed. 

I wish also to do homage to those who have been suffering for months past 
the bitterness of prison and of exile with unshakeable faith and admirable 
enthusiasm. 

Not long ago my views on the tremendous crisis through which our beloved 
Portugal is passing were made public. To-day I address myself to those 
youths who have sacrificed everything for an ideal, the ideal that I, also 
youthful, represent. My friends, the King knows, appreciates and admires all 
your work. It is indispensable to work with faith and confidence; it is 
necessary to organise the monarchist and conservative forces; in such loyal 
and devoted youths I feel a great confidence for the resuscitation of Portugal. 

Propaganda is necessary; it is necessary to have at our disposal newspapers 
which are the best means of bringing to all classes a good and healthy 
doctrine. We who represent order must form a compact and strong block 
usefully to obtain influence with right and reason in the destinies of our 
unfortunate country. 

Organisation and union are the basis of success. 

The Monarchist Conservative Youth have already rendered great services, 
have now before them the possibilities of rendering still greater services and 
to give a great example. The King then counts on this most important and 
enthusiastic nucleus which will organise the Youth of Portugal: let them 
always have one text before them: God, Country and King. 

This is the line of conduct in order that one day soon, let us hope to God, 
you can loudly shout ‘This is the happy country, my beloved one’ and that 
the King can also say with the same enthusiasm ‘And you shall judge which 
is most excellent, to be King of the World or of such a people’. 

Always, my dear Salvador, etc. 
MANUEL—KING 


No. 45 
Sir G. Grahame (Brussels) to Earl Curzon (Received November 3) 


No. 785 [W 1679/32/4] 


BRUSSELS, October 31, 1920 
My Lord, 

Some commotion was caused here on the 2oth instant by a telegram pub- 
lished in the Belgian Press to the effect that the Prime Minister had been 
asked in the House of Commons what were the present obligations of Great 
Britain towards Belgium and had declared that Great Britain had never 
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promised to go to the assistance of Belgium in the event of the latter being 
attacked by Germany.' 

Some newspapers here, particularly the ‘Nation Belge’ which loses no 
opportunity of depreciating Great Britain at the expense [? to the advantage] 
of France for the benefit of the Belgian public, brought out the news baldly 
in headlines ‘England no longer guarantees our security’. 

There had previously been some comment in the Belgian newspapers as to 
a statement reported to have been made by Mr. Lloyd George to the Belgian 
Prime Minister at Spa to the effect that if Belgium were attacked as she had 
been in 1914, England would act in the same manner as she had done then. 

The ‘Indépendance Belge’ of to-day’s date, with the evident intention of 
calming the anxiety created by the version published here of what took place 
in the House of Commons publishes an article of which I beg leave to en- 
close a translation herein. 

I have, &c., 
GEORGE GRAHAME 


t The Prime Minister was asked on Oct. 28 ‘whether any promise, conditional or uncon- 
ditional, has been made to Belgium, to the effect that Great Britain might be depended upon 
to go to her help if she were again attacked by Germany’. He replied “The answer is in the 
negative’. See 133 H.C. Deb. 5 s., col. 1934. 

2 This ended as follows: ‘The independence of Belgium is for Great Britain a matter of 
capital importance from the point of view of her own security. It is impossible for England 
to allow Belgium to be overwhelmed. In spite of the declaration of Mr. Lloyd George in 
the House of Commons this evident truth remains. The sentiments of close friendship 
which Great Britain has shown towards Belgium are moreover a sure guarantee that England 
will not allow an injustice to be perpetrated against Belgium which would at the same time 
constitute a menace for herself.’ 


No. 46 
Letter from Earl Curzon to ex-King Manuel of Portugal 
[W 1560/449/36] 
Confidential FOREIGN OFFICE, November 29, 1920 


Sir, 

It is with great reluctance that I am compelled to write to you this letter. 

You have during the last few years repeatedly appealed to me to assist you 
in your attempts to recover your property from the Republican Government 
in Portugal (I have, indeed, gone further in this respect, out of personal 
regard for your Majesty, than any of my predecessors in the Foreign Office) 
and to obtain an amnesty for the political prisoners of your party. 

In the course of these conversations you have assured me of your complete 
dissociation from recent Monarchical movements in Portugal and your 
acquiescence in the present Government of your country. 

There has recently been brought to my notice the report of a meeting last 
month of the Youthful Monarchical Party in Lisbon, in which Viscount 
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d’Asseca [stc], speaking as your Majesty’s representative, avowed your desire 
to return to Portugal, and read a letter from you dated the 8th October, a 
copy of which is in my possession.' In this letter you urged the organisation 
of the Monarchical and Conservative forces in Portugal and the institution 
of an active propaganda (in other words, an anti-Republican press cam- 
paign) for that purpose, and the meeting, in response to this appeal, passed 
a resolution in favour of this twofold action. 

It is with much reluctance that I feel compelled to point out to your 
Majesty that it is inconsistent with the hospitality that has been so freely 
extended to you in England that you should encourage revolutionary move- 
ments against the established Government of a country with which Great 
Britain is on terms of close and friendly alliance. If I were called upon by the 
Portuguese Government to take notice of these activities on your part, I could 
return but one reply. I respectfully invite the attention of your Majesty to 
these considerations, and I have regretfully to add that they render it im- 
possible for me to continue the friendly efforts that I have hitherto made with 
the Portuguese Government on your behalf. 

I have, &c., 
CURZON OF KEDLESTON 


t See enclosure in No. 44. 


No. 47 
Earl Curzon to Sir L. Carnegie (Lisbon) 


No. 425 [W 2913/449/36) 


FOREIGN OFFICE, December 8, 1920 
Sir:— 

With reference to your despatch No. 274 of October roth last,! the 
Marquis de Soveral? called on me on December 4th to offer an explanation 
of the letter written by the ex-King Manoel to his supporters in Portugal, 
urging them to organise and propagandise against the existing régime in 
that country, and in favour of the restoration of the Monarchy—a proceed- 
ing on the part of His Majesty to which I had taken serious exception in my 
private letter,3 a copy of which 1s enclosed herewith for your private in- 
formation. 

2. The explanation amounted to no more than this: (1) that during the 
war King Manoel had set an admirable example of restraint and had devoted 
himself to Red Cross activities, thereby earning much credit: (2) that his 
deviation from that attitude had been open and above board and had been 
made in response to many reproaches for supineness from his friends: (3) that 
in the letter in question he had not incited his followers to the use of force or 

t No. 44. 

2 The Marquis de Soveral had been Portuguese Ambassador at London 1897-1910. 

3 No. 46. 
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plotted a rebellion, but had only suggested propaganda: (4) that at the 
meeting in Lisbon at which the letter had been read, agents of the Portuguese 
Government had been present and had not protested: (5) that the policy of 
this country since the time of Lord Palmerston had been the maintenance of 
the only form of Government in Portugal (viz.: the Monarchy) that could 
ensure the integrity of that country. 

3. Had these arguments emanated from any one but a personal friend 
I should have treated them with even greater disrespect than I did. 

4. As it was, I pointed out to the Marquis de Soveral that they provided 
no sort of excuse for the manifesto of the King; that the letter, however 
sincere, was a grave and indisputable indiscretion on his part; that it was 
an abuse of the asylum which we rejoiced to have been able to offer to the 
King in this country; that propaganda was just as dangerous and repre- 
hensible a form of agitation as was the suggestion of force; and that as 
Foreign Secretary I was bound to point out the serious indiscretion of the 
King’s proceeding and to desist in future from the appeals which I had so 
frequently addressed on King Manoel’s behalf to the Government which he 
now sought to upset and destroy. 

5. The Marquis de Soveral admitted that the King had shown an un- 
fortunate disposition both to run with the hare and hunt with the hounds, 
and that appeals to the Portuguese Government for consideration or amnesty 
were inconsistent with a propaganda diverted to its subversion. He now 
sincerely regretted the letter which he had himself apparently seen and 
authorised, and of the innocence of which he had hitherto been convinced. 

6. The only ray of consolation that I could offer to the Marquis de Soveral 
was the assurance that my letter should not be made public—an undertaking 
by which he was immensely relieved—and that serious as had been my 
official rebuke, it would not be allowed to interfere with the relations of 
personal friendship that had for long prevailed between the ex-King and 
myself. 

Iam, &c., 
(for the Secretary of State), 
CHARLES ‘TUFTON 


No. 48 


Sir G. Grahame (Brussels) to Earl Curzon (Received December 20) 


No. 891 [W 3381/32/4] 
| BRUSSELS, December 14, 1920 
My Lord, 
With reference to my despatch No. 860 of the 3rd instant,! I have the 
honour to inform Your Lordship that the long debate in the Chamber of 
Representatives on the Ministerial declaration was concluded on the goth 


t Not printed. 
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instant, when the Government obtained a vote of confidence by a majority 
of one hundred and twenty-two to three with six abstentions.” 

The Minister for Foreign Affairs made an able and much-applauded 
speech, an extract of which from the official parliamentary records (which 
only appeared yesterday) I enclose herein.! M. Jaspar declared that the 
recently-concluded Franco-Belgian Military Agreement should be enlarged 
by the intervention of Great Britain. The addition of that Power would 
constitute a necessary guarantee such as would absolutely reassure Belgians 
who owed to her as well as to France, their liberty and their independence. 

A ‘Triple Entente’ would show that Belgium felt the same attachment 
towards both her friends. It was extraordinary that certain Belgians were 
unable to understand that one could be at the same time a friend of France 
and a friend of England. The independence of Antwerp and the freedom 
of the coast of the North Sea had been axioms of Great Britain’s policy 
throughout Belgian history. England had in 1870, when Belgian neutrality 
appeared to be threatened, saved Belgium by announcing to both belli- 
gerents that if they violated her territory she would enter into the struggle. 
Similarly in 1914 it was the violation of Belgian territory which caused her to 
intervene. Peace had not changed this attitude. M. Jaspar here quoted 
some passages from a speech which I made at Ghent (please see my despatch 
No. 863 of the 4th instant") in which I recalled the fact that England had 
never, in the hour of need, failed to place herself at the side of Belgium; that 
she alone, of the Great Powers had never coveted nor seized Belgian territory; 
that the past would, in my opinion, be a guarantee of the future should the 
same circumstances occur again and that Great Britain would always desire 
the maintenance of a united, strong and independent Belgium. 

M. Jaspar went on to express the hope that England would not merely 
confine herself to her traditional policy but would make a further step and 
consent to consecrate that policy by a treaty. The efforts which the Belgian 
Government had made to that end should be continued. 

I may take this opportunity of mentioning that I have twice—the second 
time when M. Jaspar lunched here yesterday—warned his Excellency that 
I do not think that it is any use pressing His Majesty’s Government, at present 
at any rate, to conclude a military agreement with Belgium. He appears to 
have had strong hopes, on taking up the post of Minister for Foreign Affairs, 
of being able to persuade His Majesty’s Government to enter into some such 
agreement. As M. Jaspar is of a rather impetuous character and at present 
without much personal experience of foreign affairs in general, I consider it 
better for the present to endeavour to discourage him gently from continuing 
to make the attainment of this agreement into one of the principal objects 
of his policy. I fear that too categorical language as to the uselessness of 
any attempt to reach a concrete result would be calculated to alienate his 
sympathies. 

2 M. Carton de Wiart, following the resignation of M. Delacroix’s ministry on Oct. 25, 


had formed a government on Nov. 20 and made his ministerial declaration in the Chamber 
on Nov. 23. 
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I accordingly advised him yesterday not to raise the matter officially with 
His Majesty’s Government as I apprehended that such a course might in 
present circumstances harm rather than further his desire for a formal agree- 
ment, and that it was better to wait and see whether time and the evolution 
of international relationships might not hereafter produce circumstances 
more favourable to the realization of this aspiration of Belgian policy. 

M. Jaspar seemed to pay some attention to this point of view. He com- 
plained that in the past the question had been badly presented, and he said 
that he would prefer an arrangement between England and Belgium 4 deux 
rather than an adhesion on the part of the former to the Franco-Belgian 
Agreement.3 

I have, &c., 
GEORGE GRAHAME 


3 Lord Curzon minuted: ‘M. Jaspar must be very ill informed if he thinks that he will 
succeed where M. Delacroix failed. C 22/12.’ 
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CHAPTER II 


Central Europe 


January 14—December 31, 1920 


No. 49 


Mr. Hohler' (Budapest) to Earl Curzon (Received Fanuary 21, 2.30 p.m.) 


No. 18 Telegraphic [172424/1193/4]| 


Amended copy* BUDAPEST, January 14, 1920 


Prime Minister asked me this morning if I had any information as to 
evacuation by Roumanian Government of occupied territory. He said that 
it had been arranged with Sir G. Clerk? that this evacuation was to be the 
condition on which present Government was to be formed and on which 
Hungarian (? delegation) would go to Paris. He pointed out that electorate 
cannot really represent country when all the Trans-Theiss Region is un- 
represented: that continued occupation was causing ever Increasing excite- 
ment among people which might find dangerous expression at elections 
which are now only 10 days distant: and that at least the new Chamber 
would probably refuse to permit signature of Treaty so long as occupation 
continued. 

He understood that Roumanian excuse for remaining was fear of attack of 
[? by] Hungary: apart from peaceful intentions of his Government for which 
he gave me most positive assurances, how, he asked, could Hungary make war 
with 20,000 soldiers and 350 Railway engines of which ten broke down 
daily? 

I am advised on all hands that above is a reasonable and moderate state- 
ment of the case and that prospect of internal tranquil[l]ity here would be 
very greatly enhanced if obedience to ultimata of Peace Conference could be 
obtained. 


' H.M. High Commissioner at Budapest. 

2 This telegram has been preserved in the Foreign Office archives only in this amended 
text. The time of despatch is not recorded. 

3 Sir G. Clerk, H.M. Minister at Prague since Sept. 1919, had been on special mission in 
Budapest, Oct. to Nov. 1919. His Report, dated Nov. 29, is printed in Vol. II, No. 33, 
Appendix; see also Vol. VI, Nos. 220 ff. 
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No. 50 
The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Recewed January 16) 


No. 46 Telegraphic [170883/7067/39] 
PARIS, January 15, 1920 
Draft Treaty of Peace was handed to Hungarian Delegates to-day. 


1 H.M. Ambassador at Paris. 

2 On Jan. 27 in his telegram No. 108 (not printed) Lord Derby reported that the Hun- 
garian Delegation had asked for an extension until Feb. 12 of the time allowed for sending 
in their observations on the draft treaty. This request was granted. For a summary of these 
observations see No. 94 below. 


No. 51 


Mr. Lindsay' (Washington) to Earl Curzon 
(Received January 17, 10.35 a.m.) 


No. 37 Telegraphic [171530/5445/3] 


WASHINGTON, January 16, 19207 

My telegram No. 35 last paragraph. 

Information from Treasury was furnished by Mr. Norman Davis* who 
indicated that views of Mr. Hoover’ as reported in my telegram No. 16536 
were policy of United States Government. (? But) from Mr. Polk whom I 
have seen to-day I learn that this is not so. United States Government 
cannot be said to have any fixed policy of a far-sighted nature in this matter. 
They appreciate importance of making (? States) that formed former 
Austrian Empire co-operate to help each other and of breaking (? down) 
economic barriers their mutual jealousies have erected and they consider 
that so far as may be (? this) relief work and credit should be used as a lever 
to effect this. But they have no idea at present of formulating any strong 
policy in Central Europe beyond what is necessary for relief of (? immediate) 
distress and to do so (? in) way best calculated to effect permanent good. 

Repeated to Canada No. 3. 


™ Counsellor in H.M. Embassy at Washington and acting Chargé d’Affaires. 

2 The time of despatch is not recorded. 

3 Of Jan. 15, not printed. This telegram referred to the proposed American credits for 
relief in Central Europe. The last paragraph ran as follows: ‘As to steps to be taken to pre- 
vent assistance now proposed from becoming a measure of pauperization which would 
require to be repeated every year I prefer not to telegraph to you until I have seen Mr Polk 
[U.S. Under Secretary of State], which I hope will be to-morrow.’ 

4 Assistant Secretary of the U.S. Treasury. 

8 Chairman of the American Relief Administration. 

6 Vol. VI, No. 355. 
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No. 52 


Mr. Hohler (Budapest) to Earl Curzon (Received Fanuary 21, 5.10 p.m.) 
No. 21 Telegraphic (172624/1193/3] 


Amended copy' BUDAPEST, January 16, 1920 


Prime Minister asked me yesterday if I could give him any indication of 
views of Allies as to future ruler of Hungary saying special importance 
attached is on account of fact that Hungarian people had always been 
accustomed to having a King and feeling was universal that they must have 
a ruler. 

I said I had no information whatever. 

Question appears to be one of real and immediate importance. I presume 
objections to Archduke Joseph or any other Hapsburg are as valid as ever 
and if I might venture a personal suggestion best plan would be selection 
of some Hungarian to old and constitutional (? post of Palatine.) This 
would tide over the difficulty and be as far as possible in accordance with 
democratic tendencies of age. 

I solicit your instructions on this matter. 


' This telegram has been preserved in the Foreign Office only in this amended text. 
The time of despatch is not recorded, but the telegram was drafted on Jan. 15. 


No. 53 
Earl Curzon to Sir A. Young' (Belgrade) 


No. 29 [170723/5445/3] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, January 17, 1920 
Sir :— 

I have received your despatch No. 12 of the roth instant relative to the 
question of the export of food stuffs from Serbia to Hungary?, and I approve 
of the action taken by you in this matter as reported in your despatch.3 

2. With regard to the last paragraph of your despatch, I would observe 


' H.M. Minister at Belgrade. 

2 Not printed. 

3 Qn instructions from Lord Curzon Sir A. Young had brought pressure to bear on the 
S.C.S. (Serb-Croat-Slovene) Government with a view to the immediate export of foodstuffs 
to Hungary. 

* In this paragraph Sir A. Young had written as follows: ‘I fear that the impression may 
be created that my official intercourse with the S.H.S. [Srba-Hrvata-Slovenaca] Govern- 
ment is almost wholly confined to advocating the claims of their defeated enemies, so 
frequently do I have to speak on the provisioning of Austria, or of Hungary, or of the 
British Colony at Vienna, and now I have received a fresh batch of complaints against the 
conduct of the Jugoslav Authorities towards Austrian nationals with instructions from 
Your Lordship to take the matters up. I will not fail to follow out your instructions as 
occasion offers, but I should have preferred that my Allied colleagues were called upon to 
share the burden. I have frequently reported the jealousy which the Jugoslavs feel at the 
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that as peace with Austria and Hungary has not yet been re-established, the 

view of His Majesty’s Government is that the Allied and Associated Powers 

have responsibilities towards the people of these two countries, which His 
Majesty’s Government for their part do not feel justified in ignoring. 
Iam, &c., 

(for the Secretary of State),5 


interest shown by Great Britain in the future of Hungary, if not of Austria, and I fear that 
my influence may be weakened when I am called upon to advocate purely British interests. 
... I venture respectfully to express the hope that instructions to support individual Austrian 
grievances pending the ratification of the Treaty may only be sent to me after serious 
consideration.’ 

5 Signature lacking on filed copy. 


No. 54 


Mr. Lindley! (Vienna) to Earl Curzon (Received January 19, 9.30 p.m.) 
Unnumbered? Telegraphic [171604/5445/3] 


VIENNA, January 18, 1920, 1.30 p.m. 

My telegram 23.3 

State Chancellor received Diplomatic Corps officially yesterday morning. 
He spoke somewhat seriously of Bolshevik danger and of delay in settling 
question of purchase of food supplies. 

As regards first, he declared his lack of confidence in power of Polish Army 
to withstand (? Bolshevik) attack and said that nothing could save Central 
Europe if Polish front was broken. His information was that Moscow propa- 
ganda was most active in Roumania, Bulgaria and Jugo-Slavia and that 
little attention was being paid for the moment to Austria and Czecho- 
Slovakia. 

Question had been discussed at Prague,‘ and though Dr. R[enner] did not 
actually say so I gathered that he hoped that some peaceful arrangement 
might be come to between Soviet Russia and neighbouring countries. 

I observed to Dr. R. that danger appeared a real one and that in my 
opinion it behoved all neighbouring States to show a common front. 

In this connection I was a little uneasy that Prague political negotiations 
seemed to some extent to have taken on an anti-Hungarian colour. State 
Chancellor declared that if Hungary signed peace and showed she meant to 
abide by its terms he would be only too glad to live on most friendly terms 
with her. In spite of this declaration it seems to me that there is a tendency 
on the part of Vienna and Prague to form a single campaign against Hun- 
gary and Poland on the ground that latter countries have reactionary Govern- 
ments. Should danger of armed Bolshevik invasion become greater it would 


™ H.M. High Commissioner at Vienna. 

2 This telegram appears to have been received unnumbered but to have been filed in the 
Foreign Office as Vienna No. 26. 

3 Of Jan. 15, not printed. 4 Dr. Renner had recently visited Prague. 
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not surprise me if Prague and Vienna tried to come to terms with (? Soviet 
omitted) authorities on their own account. 

As regards purchase of food supplies, State Chancellor said that no pro- 
gress had been made since Paris visit’ and supplies in sight would not last 
until (? March). Negotiations for tobacco monopoly had stuck over some 
objections (? of) Reparation Commission and no answer was forthcoming as 
to Allied credit. Matter was of extreme urgency and he begged once more 
that since His Majesty’s Government did not see their way to moving with- 
out America, Austrian Government might be allowed by Reparation Com- 
mission to pledge sufficient assets to raise $100,000,000 in neutral countries. 
He wished to send Ministers of Finance and Food to Paris about January 
25th® to discuss question and hoped they would be received in the same 
friendly way as he had been. 

Questions of Bolshevism and Food are in this country most closely allied 
and apart from considerations laid before you in final paragraph of my 
despatch No. 1 November 4th’ I venture to call most serious attention of His 
Majesty’s Government to results of a Bolshevik Government securing the 
reins of power in Vienna. This will, in my opinion, most probably happen 
if a sufficient (? supply of) flour is not secured for population. Transport is 
a...®in my opinion of extreme urgency. 

Copies by bag to Paris and Buda Pesth. 

5 Cf. Vol. VI, No. 392. 


6 They did not leave Vienna until the beginning of February: cf. No. 97 below. 
7 Vol. VI, No. 252. 8 The text is here uncertain. 


No. 55 


Mr. Lindley (Vienna) to Earl Curzon (Received January 22, 12.20 p.m.) 
No. 29 Telegraphic [172966/154178/3] 
Confidential VIENNA, January 19, 1920, 8 p.m. 

Your Despatch No. 21.! 

There is little doubt that Vienna has become a centre of Bolshevik intrigue 
and that Russian money has found its way here though there are not many 
Russian Bolsheviks in the town. Italians have lately been reinforced by the 
Mayor of Milan and Messrs. Schiani, Gugliel Motti and Schweide who 
came here ostensibly to arrange for journey of 1500 Vienna children to Milan. 
My Italian Colleague has little doubt that a regular correspondence will be 
arranged between Bolshevik leaders in Italy and Vienna under cloak of these 
children. This is in accordance with Bolshevik practice. 

I learnt yesterday that two of these Italians and (? Vienna) Bolshevik 
Thoman visited Karlstein? on January 17th by motor. Doctor Renner to 

™ Of Jan. 2, not printed. This enclosed a copy of a note from the Ministry of Foreign 


Affairs, Budapest, dated Dec. 3, 1919, concerning the activities of refugee Hungarian 
communists in Vienna. 


2 The camp where M. Béla Kun and other Hungarian communist refugees were interned. 
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whom I mentioned this today was unaware of fact that Italians had been at 
Karlstein but told me that Austrian Government had sent a Commission to 
Karlstein to enquire into treatment of prisoners, some of whom had threatened 
a hunger strike. Austrian Government had acceded to request of Vienna 
(? communes) to send down two of their men with Commission and Thoman 
was one of them. 

In my opinion there is little chance of organized connected Bolshevik 
outbreak here so long as Bolshevik leaders are free to intrigue as they now are 
outside Karlstein. I do not therefore share views of the Serbian Minister as 
expressed in Mr. Hohler’s telegram No, 27,3 though an unorganized outbreak 
is always possible. What makes situation particularly precarious 1s fact that 
no steps have been taken to disarm Austria, though Military Attaché con- 
tinually recommended this measure before I arrived. There are therefore 
large depdéts of arms insecurely guarded as well as many arms in hands of 
workmen and peasants. 

I learn from (? him) that he several times requested head of Italian Mili- 
tary Mission to proceed with disarmament but that General Segre always 
evaded it. He left today and I understand Italian point of view has changed 
in this question. I have therefore instructed Military Attaché to go carefully 
into question once more in consultation with new Italian commander and I 
will address you again on this subject when I have his report. In the mean- 
time I hold view (? strongly) that it is very risky to wait for arrival of Allied 
Military Mission which seems to depend on still remote ratification [of] 
treaty,+ before proceeding with this measure. Once this place is disarmed 
Government will be in much stronger position, and it will be possible if 
necessary to deal with Bolshevik leaders who cannot at present be touched 
without risk of a revolution. 

I venture to recommend that no mention should be made of imminent 
disarmament until Allies are ready here. 

Repeated to Budapest and (? copy) by messenger to Rome. 

3 Of Jan. 18, not printed. The Serbian Minister expected a revolution to break out in 
Vienna at any moment. 

4 i.e. the Peace Treaty signed at St. Germain-en-Laye on Sept. 10, 1919. See B.F.S.P., 
vol. 112, pp. 317 ff. 


No. 56 
Report by Brigadier-General Gorton on the situation in Hungary! 


[175606/1193/3] 
BUDAPEST, January 21, 1920 
My dear General,? 
The Austrian Government has stopped the railway service between the 


t A copy of this report was sent by the War Office on Feb. 2 to the Foreign Office, where 
it was received on Feb. 3. General Gorton was British representative on the Inter-Allied 
Military Mission to Budapest. 

2 i.e. Major-Gen. Sir W. Thwaites, Director of Military Intelligence, War Office. 
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frontier at Briick and Vienna, to economize coal I suppose. The Danube is 
in flood, and it is doubtful whether steamers will get up to Vienna, but, in 
default of other means of communication, this letter will try that route. 

The terms of the Peace Treaty were known in Buda Pest on Saturday 
night,3 with the result that the opera was closed and the Government decreed 
3 days’ public mourning. No bands are to play in restaurants during that 
time, nor are theatres to be opened. On Sunday morning the whole town 
was hung with black flags. A large proportion of the shops are closed, as 
mourning is taken as an excuse for doing no work. There is a great deal of 
distress in the town‘ which is aggravated by the floods, and the Government 
would have been better advised, if it had ordered a few extra hours of work 
a day instead of what practically amounts to a holiday. 

As in other countries relaxing from the strain of war, there is a great 
disinclination on the part of the labouring classes to do anything except live 
on their savings. Owing to the scarcity of fuel in Buda Pest, the municipality 
are felling the trees on the hills overlooking the Danube which are municipal 
property. Twelve hundred men were called for at 25 kronen a day, and only 
300 responded, although such work would not have commanded 5 kronen 
a day before the war. 

I had an interview with Admiral Horthys to-day about the various cate- 
gories of armed forces in Hungary. I told him that reports from Roumania 
and Czecho-Slovakia made out that he was arming Hungary for war, and 
that the number of gendarmerie reserve gave an excuse for this belief. I also 
suggested to him that as he was so much occupied with important affairs, his 
subordinates might keep details from his knowledge. There was also the 
possibility that Friedrich® was raising a civil force to back him in the event of 
his party being returned, and Friedrich becoming either Prime Minister or 
President of the Republic. It must be known to Friedrich that Horthy did not 
intend him to occupy either of these positions and would, if necessary, oust 
him from them with the support of the National Army. The gendarmerie 
and the gendarmerie reserve are under Friedrich as Minister of War. 

Horthy said that he had not exceeded the strength of the National Army 
as fixed by the Interallied Mission. Some time ago, when he understood that 
the Roumanians were to evacuate Hungary to the demarcation line, he had 
asked permission to raise a fourth division. Not having received a reply, he 
had given orders to make arrangements for the raising of this division, with 
the result that some 700 men had been collected at Miskolez [Miskolcz] 
and Eger to form a regiment at each of these places. Except for this, no 
progress had been made with the division. 

He said that not only the army, but also the gendarmerie, were absolutely 


3 Jan. 17. Cf. No. 50. 

* In his telegram No. 22 of Jan. 16, not printed, Mr. Hohler had reported that stocks of 
foodstuffs had fallen to the lowest point yet recorded and that people were being picked up in 
the streets in a state of collapse from hunger. 

5 Commander-in-Chief of the Hungarian army. 

6 Hungarian Minister of War. Cf. Vol. VI, No. 412. 
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loyal to him and would have nothing to do with Friedrich. The latter was 
suspected of being implicated in many disgraceful intrigues which were quite 
as likely to land him in gaol as at the head of the next government. Friedrich 
had done a tremendous lot of harm to Hungary by his bellicose speeches 
against the Entente, for advantage had been taken of them by the Rou- 
manians and Czecho-Slovaks to prejudice the Peace Conference against the 
Hungarian people. 

Horthy said that most of the Gendarmerie Reserve were quite unarmed, 
and corresponded to the special constables in England. They included the 
better class of people and comprise the professors and students at the various 
colleges. It was an organization directed entirely against Bolshevism. 

He said that he was very anxious to get the Supreme Council’s reply to his 
question whether the Entente would recognize Friedrich as Prime Minister 
or the Archduke Josef as Palatine. There must be a Palatine after the elec- 
tions to nominate the various Ministers of State. In order to avoid the charge 
of self-seeking he would prefer personally that the Archduke Josef should be 
Palatine, as he felt sure that he could make the Archduke do what he wanted. 

The Mission wired on January 5th to the Supreme Council’ asking for 
a reply to Horthy’s question whether the Entente recognize Friedrich as 
President or the Archduke Josef as Palatine. It is a matter for regret that 
an answer cannot be obtained before the fact is accomplished. After the 
damage has been done, the Czecho-Slovaks will raise a howl, and Paris will 
then see reason for interfering in the internal affairs of Hungary. 

One is forced to the conclusion that there is something very wrong with the 
Secretariat of the Peace Conference and that telegrams addressed to the 
Supreme Council never see that body. 

The Mission has sent 3 telegrams’ stating that the Roumanians refuse to 
permit an Allied Mission to cross the Theiss and enter territory which the 
Roumanians are arbitrarily occupying in defiance of the ultimatum of the 
Entente. No notice has been taken of the telegrams, and I have heard from 
Hay’ who accompanies the Hungarian delegates that the British delegation 
in Paris is quite unaware that the Interallied Mission is not allowed to cross 
the Theiss. 

The Mission has twice reported that the Serbs refuse to recognize the 
Committee sent to Pécs, and that we are unable to put a stop to abuses until 
it is recognized. These telegrams? have been ignored. 

The telegrams [sic] asking whether the Entente will recognise Fnedrich or 
the Archduke Josef, is, as I stated before, unanswered. 

We have twice asked for the boundaries of Hungary, and not having 
received them, have been unable to communicate them to the Hungarian 
Government; which fact is partly responsible for the Alsé-Lendva affair.° 


7 Not traced in Foreign Office archives. 

8 Lieut. Lord Edward Hay, later Captain and Staff Officer to Major-Gen. Sir W. E. 
Ironside during his mission in Hungary, see No. 58, n. 2. 

9 An incident on the Hungarian-Serbian frontier near Alsé-Lendva had taken place on 
Dec. 26, 1919. 
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We have telegraphed to the Supreme Council for the instructions to the 
Allied Mission which it has ordered to proceed to the Western Comitats of 
Hungary. No notice has been taken of this request. 

The Secretariat is just as remiss in acquainting us with the decisions of the 
Supreme Council which are intended for us. 

On January 4th General Graziani’ received the following message from 
his War Office. 


“Vous transmets texte résolution du Conseil Supréme H.D.120 en date 
du 31 Décembre." 

‘Il est décidé d’inviter les Généraux Alliés 4 Buda Pest a envoyer sans 
délai dans les Comitats cédés a l’Autriche la Mission dont la constitution 
a été décider [sc] par la résolution du Conseil Supréme en date du 2 Octobre 
[H.D. 65]’.! 


This was the first intimation we have had of resolution [No. H.D. 65] 
of 2nd October, and we are still ignorant of what it is about. 

In the ‘Times’ of January 7th last, the following semi-official communiqué 
appears. 


“The Council finally discussed a communication received from the heads 
of the British, French and Italian [military]!3 Missions at Buda Pest asking, 
on the initiative of the [head of the] British Mission, for the Supreme 
Council’s intervention with a view to the commutation of the sentences 
of a number of Hungarian Communists. . . . The Council decided to 
advise the Hungarian Government to commute the sentences.’ 


In the first place no representation was made by the Allied Generals to 
the Supreme Council for the commutation of the sentences, for we were in 
thorough accord that this particular lot of Bolshevists deserved hanging. 

Secondly the decision of the Supreme Council that the Allied Generals 
should make representation to the Hungarian Government against any 
further hangings, has never been communicated to those Generals. A copy 
of the decision was however sent to Monsieur Cer[r]uti, the Italian diplo- 
matic representative at Buda Pest, and it was through him that we became 
acquainted to-day for the first time of its existence. 

The Secretariat may of course claim that our telegrams are not of sufficient 
interest to show to the Supreme Council; but, in that case, why keep the 
Interallied Mission here; or deprive it of the few communications that are 
addressed to it by the Supreme Council? 

General Graziani received to-day from Commandant Derain" at Pécs his 
weekly report. I will send the report, when it has been typed, with my next 
letter.'5 


10 French representative on the Inter-Allied Military Mission to Budapest. 

1! Vol. II, No. 49, minute 9 and annex K. 

12 Vol. I, No. 69, minute 8. 

13 The words in square brackets also occur in the communiqué in The Times. 

™ French delegate sent by the Inter-Allied Military Mission in Budapest to investigate 
conditions at Pécs. 1S Of Jan. 26, not printed. 
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The Serbian Commander has arrested 13 Hungarian notables on the 
ground of conspiracy. The charge is based on the fact that, with the know- 
ledge and consent of his predecessor, these particular people set about to 
organize a force of special police against the day when the Serbian troops 
will evacuate the Baranya district. 

The Serbian Commander has reported the pretended plot to Belgrade and 
the Serbian Government is much excited, but Commandant Derain says the 
whole thing is a ‘chantage’. He further reports that the Serbians have 
succeeded in bringing about a strike amongst the miners and that the mines 
are in danger of being flooded. 

Yours sincerely, 
R. G. GorTON 


No. 57 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Lindsay (Washington) 


No. 75 Telegraphic [171604/5445/3] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, January 22, 1920, 6 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 35 (of January 15th:! Credits for Central Europe.) 

Please send as soon as possible full particulars of these important proposals.? 

You will have seen from Vienna telegram, Unnumbered, of January 18th3 
that the question is of extreme urgency. 

Informal negotiations are in the meantime proceeding between British 
Reparation Delegates and British Director of Relief in Paris with representa- 
tive of United States Treasury and the American relief organisation. 

™ See No. 51, n. 3. 

2 In his telegram No. 57 of Jan. 26 Mr. Lindsay reported that Congressional authority 
was being sought for the expenditure of $150 million in the purchase of wheat and other 
supplies to be sold for cash or credit in Europe and contiguous countries. On the same day 
he transmitted, in despatch No. 147, copies of Relief of European Populations, Hearings before 


the Committee on Ways and Means, Parts 1-5, Jan. 10-21, 1920. 
3 No. 54, which was repeated by the Foreign Office to Washington as No. 65 of Jan. 19, 


No. 58 


Mr. Hohler (Budapest) to Earl Curzon (Received January 23, 11.45 a.m.) 
No. 30 Telegraphic [173046/173046/3] 
BUDAPEST, January 22, 1920! 


Your Lordship is doubtless aware that Inter-Allied Commission recently 
sent from here under auspices of Supreme Council was refused permission by 
Roumanian authorities to cross the Theiss. 


' The time of despatch is not recorded. 


Q2 


I contmue to hear such incredible stories of Roumanian activities in 
occupied territory which receive disagreeable corroboration from above fact 
that I venture to suggest that it is desirable for credit if not of Entente at 
least for that of His Majesty’s Government to send a mission to enquire into 
facts and to collect reliable evidence. Perhaps this might best be done from 
(Bucharest) but presence of a person speaking Hungarian would be indis- 
pensable. 

Representative of Supreme Economic Council was also refused permission 
to cross the Theiss. 

2 In his telegram No. 57 of Feb. 11 (not printed) Lord Curzon informed Mr. Hohler 


that a British General Officer [Major-Gen. Sir W. E. Ironside] had been selected for this 
mission. 


No. 59 


Sir A. Young (Belgrade) to Earl Curzon (Received January 24, 12.10 p.m.) 
No. 20 Telegraphic [173299/123/3] 


Urgent BELGRADE, January 23, 1920, 2.10 p.m. 


Public opinion here is hardening against accepting Allies’ solution of 
Adriatic question! and Dalmatia Deputies are professing themselves to be in 
favour of rejection and of defying successful execution of treaty of London.? 

There is considerable resentment at being hustled with so called ultimatum 
though no doubt evidence of external pressure was needed to justify Govern- 
ment in eyes of those provinces whose interests are sacrificed to advantage of 
other sections of state. 

My French colleague thinks Government will not accept. We have both 
done our best to bring them into line. 

' i.e. the revised proposals made by the British and French Prime Ministers to the Italian 
Prime Minister, accepted by the latter and handed to the Serb-Croat-Slovene Delegation 
on Jan. 14, 1920 (see Cmd. 586 of 1920, No. 7). Cf. Vol. II, No. 72. 


2 i.e. the Secret Treaty signed at London on April 26, 1915, between Great Britain, 
France, Russia and Italy, the English text of which is printed in Cmd. 671 of 1920. 


No. 60 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Rattigan' (Bucharest) 


No. 25 Telegraphic [172424/1193/3] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, January 23, 1920, 7 p.m. 
Budapest telegram No. 18 (of January 14th:? Roumanian occupation of 
Hungary.) 


* H.M. Chargé d’Affaires at Bucharest. 
2 No. 49. This telegram had been repeated by the Foreign Office to Bucharest on Jan. 22 


as No. 26. 
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You should co-operate with your French colleague in insisting that Rou- 
manian troops should be withdrawn from Hungarian territory. See my 
telegram No. 494 (of December 26th.)3 

Repeated to Paris No. 110. 


3 Not printed. 


No. 61 
Earl Curzon to the Earl of Derby (Parts) 


No. 114 Telegraphic [172331/1193/3] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, January 23, 1920, 11.30 p.m. 


Mr. Hohler’s telegram No. 10 (of January gth,! Roumanian and Serbian 
occupation of Hungary). 

I assume report of Inter-Allied Commission will now have reached Paris 
and I request that you will take an early opportunity of bringing the matter 
before the Council of Ambassadors and suggest that the Allied Governments 
should instruct their representatives at Belgrade and Bucharest to make 
a strong joint remonstrance on the subject to the Serbian and Roumanian 
Governments. 

Repeated to Budapest No. 23, Belgrade No. 15 and Bucharest No. 20. 


1 Not printed. This stated that the Serbian authorities had refused to recognize delegates 
of the Inter-Allied Commission at Budapest who had been sent to enquire into conditions 
at Pécs and that the delegates’ report which was ‘being sent to Peace Conference is unsatis- 
factory in the highest degree’. It also stated that other delegates, similarly sent to Debreczen, 
had been unable to accomplish anything owing to Roumanian obstruction. In his further 
telegram, No. 120 of Jan. 26 (not printed) relating to the Serbian occupation of Pécs, Lord 
Curzon instructed Lord Derby to bring immediately before the Conference of Ambassadors 
the need to impress ‘on Serb-Croat-Slovene Government inadvisability of taking any 
action which might increase tension on Hungarian border’. 


No. 62 
The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received January 24, 6 p.m.) 


No. 96 Telegraphic [173556/123/3] 


PARIS, January 24, 1920, 1.40 p.m. 

Following for Prime Minister. 

Italian Ambassador informs me that he has been instructed by his 
Government to protest at first meeting of Ambassadors’ Conference to be 
held on January 26th against description of (? status of) Fiume as given in 
proposals communicated by Supreme Council to Jugo-Slav Delegation on 
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January 14th,' which Signor Nitti? alleges to be different from that to which 
he had agreed to [sic]. 

I informed His Excellency that as proposals were now before Jugo-Slav 
Government and had been presented to them as final and unalterable offer 
of Allied Governments it was impossible now to change text (? and that) 
in any case Signor Nitti had had ample opportunity of raising question 
before proposals were communicated to Jugo-Slavs but had failed to do so 
until the eve of his departure. 

In the meantime I am doubtful whether I should allow this question to be 
raised at all at Ambassadors’ Conference and shall be glad for instructions 
on this point and also, if it is to be raised, as to language that I should 
hold. 

Both Monsieur Clemenceau and Lord Curzon at last meeting of Supreme 
Council on morning of January 21st? categorically refused to allow Signor 
Martino‘ to raise questions altering text by omitting words ‘under guarantee 
(? of) League of Nations’. It seems to me that it would be particularly 
disastrous to make this change at a moment when answer of Yugo-Slavs is 
hanging in the balance, and when text of proposals has already been sent to 
President Wilson. 


I See No. 59, n. I. 

2 President of the Italian Council of Ministers. 

3 Presumably a reference to the meeting recorded in Vol. II, No. 80. 

¢ Signor de Martino, Secretary-General of the Italian Peace Delegation. 


No. 63 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Lindsay (Washington) 


No. 85 Telegraphic [123448/5445/3] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, January 24, 1920, 5 p.m. 


We learn that strong opposition is developing in Congress against 
$150,000,000 credit to Europe. All British Authorities concerned are busily 
engaged in London and Paris with view to solving physical difficulties pre- 
sented by shipping problem in connection with credits which must be large, 
as well as devising methods to supply other essential requirements for which 
Congress has apparently not been asked to provide credits. 

His Majesty’s Government are in fact leaving no stone unturned in the 
preliminary work of assuring co-operation between British effort and Con- 
gressional appropriation if approved. 

You might let this be known.! 


1 For the note of Jan. 26 consequently addressed by Mr. Lindsay to the U.S. Secretary of 
State see F.R.U.S. 1920, vol. i (Washington, 1935), pp. 250-1. 
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No. 64 
Earl Curzon to Sir A. Young (Belgrade) 
No. 17 Telegraphic [173299/123/3] 


Very Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, January 24, 1920, 6 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 20 (of January 23rd.' Adriatic). 

Your action approved. 

At request of Serb-Croat-Slovene Delegation in Paris, His Majesty’s 
Government have agreed to prolongation until Wednesday January 28th of 
delay accorded to them for acceptance of settlement of Adriatic arranged 
in place of 1915 Treaty.? 

Repeat to Paris 117. 


1 No. 59. 2 See No. 59, n. 2. 


No. 65 


Earl Curzon to the Earl of Derby (Paris) 
No. 119 Telegraphic [172668/154178/3] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, January 25, 1920, 6 p.m. 

Mr. Lindley’s telegrams Nos. 29! and 30? (of January 19th and aist. Bol- 
shevik propaganda in Austria). 

Please bring this question before Council of Ambassadors and arrange with 

French and Italian Ambassadors and Allied military representatives at 

Versailles the best method of disarming Vienna in accordance with provi- 


sions of treaty. View of His Majesty’s Government coincides with that of 
Mr. Lindley. 


I am requesting military authorities to give necessary instructions to 
military representatives at Versailles. 
Repeated to Vienna No. 29 and Rome No. 39. 


1 No. 55. 2 Not printed. 


No. 66 


Earl Curzon to the Earl of Derby (Paris) 
No. 121 Telegraphic: by telephone [173556/123/3] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, January 26, 1920, 3.15 p.m. 
Your telegram No. 96.! 
For the reasons given in the second paragraph of your telegram Prime 


Minister is averse from any alteration being made in the text now under 
consideration by the Jugo-Slavs. 


t No. 62. 
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No. 67 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Rattigan (Bucharest) 


No. 31 Telegraphic [172425/1193/3] 
Urgent _ FOREIGN OFFICE, January 26, 1920, 6 p.m. 


Buda-Pesth telegram No. 29 (of January 21st.! Supplies for Hungary.) 

Please make immediate enquiries in regard to facts stated by Mr. Hohler 
and represent strongly to Roumanian Government necessity for applying 
immediate remedy. You should draw attention to critical period through 
which affairs of South East Europe are now passing and increase in general 
Bolshevism which must result from cessation of food supplies in any particular 
area.? 

Repeated to Budapesth No. 28. 

1 This had reported a statement by the representative in Budapest of the Supreme Eco- 
nomic Council that no food supplies had arrived there from Roumania for the last week. 

2 In his telegram No. 105 of Jan. 26 (not printed) Lord Derby stated that this matter had 
already been reported to the Conference of Ambassadors by the Inter-Allied Mission at 


Budapest and that the Roumanian Ambassador at Paris, who had been consulted, had 
promised to telegraph to Bucharest to enquire into the position. 


No. 68 
Mr. Lindley (Vienna) to Earl Curzon (Received January 27, 12.20 p.m.) 


No. go Telegraphic [173902/5445/3] 
VIENNA, January 26, 1920, 7 p.m. 
A meeting of some thousands of persons was held yesterday by German 
National Party and passed a resolution calling on Government to demand right 
to join Germany from Supreme Council. Watchword was ‘Hunger or union’. 
A few hundreds later made a demonstration before German Embassy but 
were scattered by police. 


No. 69 
The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received January 28) 


No. 198 [174046/5445/3] 
PARIS, January 26, 1920 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to transmit to you herewith, with reference to your 
Lordship’s despatch No. 39 of January 6th,! copies ofa note which I addressed 
to the Ministry for Foreign Affairs, regarding the transport crisis in Austria, 
and of their reply.” 

I have, &c., 


DERBY 
? See Vol. VI, No. 405, n. 2. 
2 Not printed. The gist of the French Government’s reply is summarized in No. 86 below. 


I, XI 97 - 


ENCLOSURE IN No. 69 


Note to French Ministry of Foreign Affairs 


PARIS, January 9, 1920 


His Majesty’s Embassy has received instructions from His Majesty’s 
Principal Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs to invite the earnest atten- 
tion of the Ministry for Foreign Affairs to the extreme gravity of the present 
coal situation in Austria, and to the imperative need of urgent measures 
being taken to remedy it. 

Telegraphing on January 1st,3 His Majesty’s High Commissioner at 
Vienna reported that the situation was then more critical than at any pre- 
vious time. For ten days all passenger traffic in Austria had been stopped, 
and the electric light and tramways in Vienna were expected to cease alto- 
gether within a few days unless the delivery of coal increased. Mr. Lindley 
had been at Prague on December 2gth, and found that the coal situation was 
serious in Czecho-Slovakia also. He was however convinced that the mis- 
management of the railways was at the root of all the present difficulties. 
The provision of extra trucks by the Allies might afford temporary relief, 
but would not really solve the problem. Mr. Lindley saw no hope of anything 
but a general decline into chaos until some body existed with executive 
powers to order movements of rolling-stock, to arrange for the necessary 
repairs, and generally to manage the railways of the former Austrian 
monarchy as one concern. There was real danger of society, and indeed, 
civilisation, disappearing in Central Europe unless transport was at once 
placed on a sound basis. 

These views are shared by His Majesty’s Government, who, while fully 
recognising the difficulty and complexity of the problem, feel that a serious 
attempt should be made to grapple with it, and hope that in this endeavour 
they can count on the whole-hearted co-operation of their Allies. 

The present situation as regards railway control is as follows: There are 
two railway commissions in Vienna, which may be called (1) the Repartition 
Commission, and (2) the Waggon Control Commission, the official name of 
which has not yet been settled. 

The Repartition Commission is a body set up under the Treaty of Peace 
with Austria, Article 318 (3). It has no executive powers, and its activities 
are limited to dividing up the rolling-stock of the old Austro-Hungarian 
monarchy among the new component States. It works as an organ of the 
Reparation Commission, and its chairman is Sir Francis Dent. 

The Waggon Control Commission is far the more important body of the 
two. It is not a creation of the Treaty of Peace, but was set up by the Supreme 
Council of the Allies, and all the States affected by the railway system of the 
old Austro-Hungarian monarchy are represented on it. Its functions are 
entirely separate from those of the Repartition Commission, and for this 
reason it was decided that it should have an independent chairman in the 


3 Vol. VI, No. 405. 
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person of M. Lefebvre [sic],4 a French citizen. The status of this Commission 
has long been the subject of controversy at the Supreme Council, the point 
at issue being whether or not it should be placed under the control of the 
Reparation Commission; but it was finally decided that any connection 
between it and the Reparation Commission would be impracticable. The 
Waggon Control Commission is composed of railway experts, and is not in 
any way a political body; in the opinion of His Majesty’s Government it may 
become one of the most important factors in the restoration of Central 
Europe, especially if executive powers are ultimately granted to it. It is in 
fact nothing but an obviously necessary revival of a previous Government 
organ of the old Austro-Hungarian monarchy. A central body of railway 
experts with power to control the actual running and distribution of rolling 
stock throughout the countries into which that Monarchy is now divided 1s 
clearly a necessary condition of economic revival in Central Europe, and 
without some such organisation anarchy must continue. At present the 
Waggon Control Commission, not having executive powers, cannot go 
beyond giving impartial advice to the various Governments concerned in 
regard to the actual technical handling of rolling stock, but the need for 
central executive authority is certain to become more and more evident, and 
this body would appear to be the potential nucleus of a really effective 
organisation. 

In the opinion of His Majesty’s Government it is clearly established by the 
above statement of the present position that the attribution of some executive 
authority to the Waggon Control Commission is of paramount importance. 
Earl Curzon of Kedleston has accordingly instructed His Majesty’s Em- 
bassy to lay the situation before the French Government and express the 
earnest hope that they may be willing to join with His Majesty’s Government 
in urging all the Governments concerned to agree to abide by the decisions 
of the Waggon Control Commission and to confer upon it executive powers 
to control the distribution and running of rolling-stock throughout the 
countries in question. Earl Curzon will be grateful for an expression of the 
views of the French Government at their earliest convenience, as the matter is 
one of real urgency. 

His Majesty’s Embassy is instructed to add that a similar enquiry is being 
addressed to the Italian Government through His Majesty’s Embassy at 
Rome. 


4 The reference is to M. Leverve, Chief Engineer of the French Department for Roads 
and Bridges. 
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No. 70 
Mr, Lindley (Vienna) to Earl Curzon (Received January 27, 10 p.m.) 


No. 42 Telegraphic [173935/168474/3] 


VIENNA, January 27, 1920, 3 p.m. 

My telegram No. 4 of January 3rd.! 

Having received no reply I did my best unofficially to help Colonel 
Grenfell when here and I understand agreement has been reached with 
Austrian interests concerned as regards Danube shipping and interests in 
Boden . . .? Anstalt. 

State Chancellor informed me some days ago that he was being pressed by 
Czecho-Slovak Government as regards Danube [? and] as he was particularly 
anxious shipping should be in British hands he hoped that agreement might 
be entered into without delay. He could then present Czecho-Slovak Govern- 
ment with fait accompli. 

Perhaps you will think it well to inform Lord Inverforth3 of above. 


! Not printed. In this telegram Mr. Lindley had reported the arrival in Vienna of Col. 
Arthur Grenfell on a mission to secure control over shipping on the Danube for a British 
syndicate. 

2 The text was here uncertain. The word should be ‘Bodencreditanstalt’. 

3 Minister of Munitions, who, from a commercial point of view, was interested in the 
Danube scheme. Cf. No. 109 below. 


No. 71 
Earl Curzon to the Earl of Derby (Paris) 


No. 139 Telegraphic [173664/1193/3] 
Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, January 28, 1920, 5 p.m. 

Budapest telegram No. 39 (of January 25th:' food for Hungary) and my 
telegram No. 31 to Bucharest (of January 26th).? 

You should bring attitude of Roumanian Government immediately to the 
notice of the Council of Ambassadors. 

Repeated to Bucharest No. 35 and Budapest No. 32. 

1 In this telegram (not printed) Mr. Hohler had reported that he had been informed that 
the Roumanians had forbidden the ‘introduction of any foodstuffs into Hungary on account 


of malevolent attitude of Hungarian Government towards Roumania’. 
2 No. 67. 
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No. 72 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Lindsay (Washington) 


No. 107 Telegraphic [173843/5445/3] 
_ FOREIGN OFFICE, January 28, 1920, 7 p.m. 


My telegram No. 75 (of January 22nd:' credits for Central Europe) and 
your telegram No. 57 (of the 26th January.) 

Please communicate following to United States Treasury from His Majesty’s 
Treasury :— 

Certain proposals have been tentatively discussed by Mr. Blackett} with 
Mr. Rathbone‘ in Paris and, as His Majesty’s Treasury understand, trans- 
mitted to United States Treasury with regard to British participation in 
credits for Austria and Poland. His Majesty’s Treasury are not prepared to 
accept these proposals in their entirety. In their view British participation 
should be on the following basis. 

His Majesty’s Treasury consider that any credit should be coupled with a 
requirement that the States benefitting should co-operate with one another 
to remove economic barriers and in particular that any credits to be granted 
to Poland should be subject to the execution by that country of its contracts 
with Austria: and they express the hope that United States credits will be 
subject to this general condition. 

They further consider that British participation should be contingent on 
the co-operation of the Allies, e.g. France and Italy and the principal 
neutral States, including Holland and Spain, so that there may be a reason- 
able probability of a comprehensive scheme for the relief of Austria and 
Poland. The Argentine should also be included. 

In these conditions His Majesty’s Treasury are prepared as their share to 
contribute a further sum not exceeding half the sum contributed by the 
United States of America, up to a total of not exceeding, say £ 10,000,000 in 
all; but the application of their share must be governed mutatis mutandis by 
the same conditions as applied to the American grant. If American credits 
are restricted to purchase of American products, British credits must be 
similarly restricted to British products; and each country should provide 
freight at market rates for its own goods. 

British supplies must be contingent on existence of surplus available for 
export. Nothing in the arrangements made must involve United Kingdom 
in additional dollar obligations, as such obligations could not be met over 
exchange and it is contrary to the policy of His Majesty’s Government to 
increase their debt in the United States. 

Repeated to Paris for Sir W. Goode.5 


1 No. 57. 2 See No. 57, n. 2. 

3 Controller of Finance at the Treasury. 

4 Assistant Secretary to the U.S. Treasury and unofficial U.S. representative on the 
Reparation Commission. 

S British Director of Relief, Paris, 19g19—June 1920. 
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No. 73 
The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received January 29, 9 a.m.) 


No. 114 Telegraphic [174259/123/3] 
Urgent PARIS, January 28, 1920, I1.5 p.m. 


My immediately preceding telegram.' 

Mr. Leeper? (? who had) a long conversation with Monsieur Trumbic?3 
before latter took reply to Quai d’Orsay found Monsieur Trumbic was most 
anxious that reply should not be considered a refusal. Jugo-Slav Delegation 
have instructions from Belgrade that they cannot over(?rule). They are 
most anxious to be allowed time to go to Belgrade and thrash matter out 
with their Government. They are (? ready to) go very far in way of con- 
cessions and would accept most proposals of (? Supreme) Council but are 
not authorized to answer yes to whole though they do not wish to say no 
to British and French Governments. They are sure an arrangement can be 
made. They are not to be persuaded by threat of Treaty of London which 
they consider (? French) would be unable to apply and which United States 
would never recognize. 


™ Not printed. This gave the English translation of the S.C.S. Government’s reply of 
Jan. 28 concerning the Adriatic question. The French text of the reply is printed as No. 11 
in Cmd. 586 of 1920. 

2 Mr. A. W. A. Leeper was a Second Secretary in the Central European and Persia 
Department of the Foreign Office. 

3 Yugoslav Minister for Foreign Affairs. 


No. 74 
Mr. Rattigan (Bucharest) to Earl Curzon (Received February 3) 


No. 54 Telegraphic: by bag [175676/1193/3] 

BUCHAREST, January 28, 1920 

Your telegram[s] No. 26! and 27.2 
I spoke to King today as to necessity for fulfilling without further delay 
Roumanian engagement to evacuate Hungarian territory. His Majesty 
informed me he had this morning instructed General Staff that evacuation 
must be proceeded with immediately.3 I ventured to hint to His Majesty 
that General Staff would have to be kept up to the mark. I also mentioned 
to the King facts mentioned in Budapest telegram No. 294 regarding stoppage 
of food supplies from Roumania. His Majesty promised to enquire into 


™ No. 49, see No. 60, n. 2. 

2 In the Foreign Office it was suggested that this should read ‘25’, i.e. No. 60. 

3 In Foreign Office telegram No. 40 (not printed) of Jan. 30 to Budapest Mr. Hohler was 
informed that the Roumanian Prime Minister, who had arrived in London on Jan. 28, had 
given instructions for ‘the evacuation of territory to be ceded’. 

4 See No. 67, n. 1. 
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matter and have necessary measures taken for continuance of supplies if they 
could be spared. But he thought it quite possible that nothing further could 
be spared as Roumania had to guard against shortage in view of probable 
failure of this year’s harvest. 

Repeated to Budapest No. [1] 


No. 75 


Earl Curzon to Mr. Hohler (Budapest) 
No. 35 Telegraphic [172624/1193/3] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, January 29, 1920, 5 p.m. 


Your telegrams Nos. 8 (of January gth),' 14 (of January 12th.)? and a1 
(of January 15th) :3 (future administration of Hungary.) 

Objections of His Majesty’s Government to Archduke Joseph or any other 
Hapsburg are as valid as ever. 

His Majesty’s Government however have no objection to selection of some 
notable Hungarian to office of Head of Hungarian State under existing 
constitution of Hungary and such modifications of that constitution as may 
be made by representatives of the Hungarian people. It is not of importance 
whether Head of State is elected King or Palatine or designated by any 
other title, provided he is established by lawful means and conforms to 
Hungarian Constitution. You may so inform Prime Minister and leading 
statesmen of Hungary at your discretion, adding that the internal affairs of 
Hungary are not a matter in which His Majesty’s Government desire to 
intervene so long as the policy of the Hungarian Government towards the 
Powers and towards their neighbours is peaceful in character. 

Repeated to Paris No. 146.4 


1 Vol. VI, No. 412. 2 Not printed. 

3 (Of Jan. 16), i.e. No. 52. 

4 In his telegram No. 147 (not printed) of the same day to Paris Lord Curzon directed 
Lord Derby to inform the Conference of Ambassadors of H.M.G.’s policy and instructions 
to Mr. Hohler. 


No. 76 
Mr. Lindsay (Washington) to Earl Curzon (Received January 30") 


No. 69 Telegraphic (174941 /5445/3] 
Very urgent WASHINGTON, January 29, 1920! 


Your telegram 107.7 
United States Treasury entirely concur in double necessity of measures for 
breaking down economic barriers and will co-operate in anything to that 
1 The times of despatch and receipt are not recorded. 


2 No. 72. 
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end and that will not delay grant of urgent relief. But they consider im- 
mediate action so necessary that they would be reluctant to delay initiation 
of relief by such stipulations. Same remarks apply to conditions laid down 
by Chancellor of the Exchequer about co-operation of Allied and neutral 
Powers. United States Treasury understand these should contribute and 
Argentine Republic has just notified them that they will provide two million 
dollars: but it is feared that Austria will starve outright if relief is delayed 
till entirely satisfactory assurances on this point have been obtained. United 
States Treasury consider amount of His Majesty’s Government’s proposed 
contribution, half American up to £10,000,000 as reasonable but condition 
attached by Chancellor of the Exchequer to its application was received 
with utmost disappointment. It is held here that Central Europe only needs 
most elementary foods and that of these there is no surplus available in 
England for export. (Stipulation) that British credits be spent only (? on) 
British produce coupled with that about each country providing its (? own) 
freight seems to take His Majesty’s Government out of relief plan altogether. 

It is also unbusinesslike as the obvious place to buy foodstuffs is America 
who almost alone has a surplus. United States Treasury have been conduct- 
ing a great struggle with Congress to get authorization for this relief. They 
have not yet succeeded but still feel confident that they will. They have 
been greatly helped by official representations made in accordance with 
your telegram No. 2086, paragraph 5,? and by speech of Prime Minister. 
Communication now made is in an entirely different spirit and bids fair to 
ruin chances of getting Congress to agree to anything at all. 

I hope earnestly that this condition will be withdrawn and that British 
credit be left free for employment to best purpose whatever that may be. 

Mr. Davis told Congress he hoped His Majesty’s Government would in the 
main provide for tonnage to transport supplies from America and he still 
thinks that the best arrangement he can see. But he knows that Shipping 
Boards of two countries watch each other jealously and he says that if there 
is any idea that American shipping is trying to steal a march on British 
interests in this matter United States Treasury would use their influence to 
rectify it.s 

3 Vol. VI, No. 295. 

4 Presumably a reference to statements made by Mr. Lloyd George in the House of 
Commons on Dec. 18, 1919, on H.M.G.’s attitude towards relief for Central Europe, see 
123 H.C. Deb. 5 s., cols. 766-7. 

5 In his subsequent telegram No. 105 of Feb. 5 Mr. Lindsay added with reference to this 
last sentence: ‘I ought to have reminded you that very likely Treasury would have no 
influence over Shipping Board. Jmperator case showed how President’s illness has dis- 
organised Government and I think chaos has got worse since that matter was settled.’ 


(For the refusal of the U.S. Shipping Board to release the Imperator and other German ships 
provisionally allocated to the United Kingdom see Vol. II, No. 24, minute 5, and F.R.U.S. 


1920, vol. 11, pp. 549-78.) 
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No. 77 


Sir William Goode (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received January 30, 9.30 a.m.) 


No. 3677 Telegraphic [174870/5445/3] 
Very urgent PARIS! 


With reference to Treasury letter to Foreign Office January 27th relative 
to credits for Austria and Poland.? Sir John Bradbury’ in advising Treasury 
on Reparation aspect has stated‘ as his personal opinion that it is highly 
improbable the United States will agree to the proposals contained in the 
letter mentioned and that therefore the question of leaving Austria to her 
own devices immediately arises. 

With all deference to the Treasury point of view I find it hard to reconcile 
the request to be’ made to the United States Government through Earl [svc] 
Grey® for co-operation in this work of relief with the Treasury proviso that 
‘Each country should provide freight at market rates for its own goods’. 
Presuming the immediate credit approved by Congress is only fifty million 
dollars as suggested by telegram number sixtyone from Mr. Lindsay’ our half 
share of that amount at the current rate of exchange would be approximately 
seven million pounds. The United States appropriation would be roughly 
equivalent to three hundred and fifty thousand tons of foodstuffs and the cost 
of freight on this would be about two million five hundred thousand pounds. 
In other words we would be assured of food relief supplies for the areas 
which most threaten the political stability of Europe to the value of about 
fourteen million pounds for the expenditure on our part of two and a half 
million pounds in freight or less than one third of the expenditure to which 
the Treasury are prepared to pledge His Majesty’s Government. 

I am informed that it would not only be feasible for but also probably to 
the advantage of British Liners to carry this amount of foodstuffs from the 
Atlantic seaboard to their ports of destination and that such cargoes might 
obviate dollar expenditure on non-essential cargoes in lieu of ballast. 

Apart from this phase of the question I respectfully suggest that in view of 
the public statements made by the Prime Minister and your Lordship we 
should be in an untenable position if in the event of the United States offering 
to provide for countries such as Austria a large amount of food we declined 
to transport it even though we had regular shipping available and even 
though the cost of such transport amounted to less than one third of our 
share in the joint programme. Moreover I understand when the Prime 


1 The date and hour of despatch are not recorded. 

2 Not printed: the greater part of the letter was repeated verbatim in No. 72. 

3 British delegate on the Reparation Commission. 

4 In a telegram of Jan. 29 (not printed) addressed to Sir Warren Fisher, Permanent 
Secretary of the Treasury. 

5 ‘to be’ was later amended to read ‘we’. 

6 Viscount Grey of Fallodon had gone to Washington on a special mission in Sept. 1919. 
See Vol. V, Chap. IT. 

7 Of Jan. 27, not printed. 
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Minister was in Paris that he was anxious that if feasible we should provide 
shipping in the event of the United States providing the main part of the 
food supplies. As it is physically impossible to provide any appreciable 
quantities of food supplies from the United Kingdom as our part of the pro- 
posal which we ourselves submitted to the United States Governments [sic] I 
respectfully urge that a certain proportion of British expenditure should be 
authorised for shipping food supplies from America. If this is done and if 
Mr. Lindsay is correct in his surmise that the first congressional appropria- 
tion will not exceed fifty million dollars there will be a substantial British 
balance available for the export of such small quantities of surplus and indis- 
posable [sic] food stuffs which we have in the United Kingdom and for the 
export of such commodities as wool.® 


8 Mr. F. E. F. Adam, a member of the Central European and Persia Department, noted 
on Jan. 30 that Mr. Waterlow, of the same department, had spoken about Sir W. Goode’s 
view to Mr. Niemeyer, a Principal Assistant Secretary in the Treasury, but that the Treasury 
were ‘unmoved’, 


No. 78 
Mr. Hohler (Budapest) to Earl Curzon (Received February 7) 


No. 40 [176995/1193/3] 


BUDAPEST, February 1, 1920 
My Lord, 

Since my arrival in this country I have made it my business to learn the 
opinions of as many people and of as different classes as possible, and 
especially of foreigners, and it was as a result of these enquiries that I had the 
honour to address to Your Lordship my telegram No. 56 of the 3oth ultimo.' 

The Inter-Allied Military Mission are absolutely of the opinion that Hun- 
gary is in no position to make war upon her neighbours, and that her leading 
men are fully aware of this and of the utter folly of placing themselves in 
opposition to the decisions of the Allies. The only possible exception 1s 
perhaps M. Friedrich, the present Minister of War with whom I am not 
acquainted but who 1s described to me on all hands as a political adventurer, 
who makes jingo speeches in order to forward his prospects in the elections, 
but these speeches, while producing a most unfortunate effect abroad, seem 
to find no echo in the country, tantalising as appeals to patriotism must, in 
the present critical circumstances, be to every Hungarian; but the restraint 
which is shown by the people in general is remarkable, though it seems to me 
to indicate an equal degree of resolution. Admiral Horthy, the Commander- 
in-Chief of the army, is entirely of a different character and disposition. He 
regards Friedrich as a serious danger and protests—and acts up to his pro- 
testations—that he wishes to be guided by the direction of the Entente though 
he is very frank in expressing his preference for the guidance of Great 


' Not printed; despatched on Jan. 31. 
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Britain. He is nothing of a chauvin and is as modest and moderate in his 
conversation as in his general behaviour, and though an Admiral in com- 
mand of the army, he appears to be very devoid of tendencies of a militarist 
nature. That which he has told me has been confirmed over and over again 
in almost the same words by M. Huszar the Prime Minister, M. Rubinek 
the Minister of Agriculture, Count Apponyi, chief of the Hungarian Peace 
Delegation, by the Archbishop, as well as by shopkeepers, by peasants when 
I have been in the country, and even by Jewish bankers who might be 
expected to hold different views. It is to the effect that Hungary cannot 
exist with the limits as at present traced for her by the Peace Conference: 
that the Hungarians are still waiting with intense eagerness for the final 
decision ; that if the present proposals are adhered to, they will submit because 
they will have to, but only for the time, for they have the surest confidence in 
that national unity and in the eventual recovery of their historical boundaries. 
These boundaries are natural ones traced by mountains and rivers, and they 
are economic because within them the country is self-sustaining. The people 
is delighted to find itself free and independent of Austria and all that it 
connotes, and is no less satisfied to have severed its connection with Germany 
which it regards with strong aversion; but if its hopes which are still centred 
on the Entente, are disappointed it will look to the other side, or wait for any 
other opportunity in order to regain its old unity. 

What persons like Admiral Horthy or M. Huszar anticipate is that insur- 
rections will occur in some or all the regions which are being placed under 
alien rule, and that there will be such an outburst of sympathy and enthu- 
siasm in Hungary proper as no Government will, by any means or with the 
best will in the world, be able to check. They have both told me in the most 
emphatic language that the country will be ready to abide by the results of 
a plebiscite whatever those results may be, but that without that there is no 
chance of maintaining a durable peace in this part of Europe. 

I have entirely discounted the representations made to me by Hungarians 
or by persons of other, non-Magyar races, coming from the regions to be 
ceded to Servia, Roumania, Checho Slovakia [sic] or German Austria— 
though their complaints have been marked by every appearance of sincerity 
and earnestness—as it is only natural that those who sympathise with Hun- 
gary should come to Budapest and should endeavour to reach the ear of any 
of the foreign Representatives, but it is impossible not to be struck by the 
unanimity and the emphasis of the testimony brought, in precisely the same 
sense, by foreigners in whom one had every reason to place reliance. An 
excellent example is furnished by the report of Colonel Vigna on his tour of 
inspection in the Western Comitats, which is included in my despatch No. 35 
of the 31st January.? 

It is not because of any sympathy with the Hungarians that I venture to 
lay before Your Lordship these considerations. I have not been long enough 


2 Not printed. Col. Vigna, an Italian delegate on the Inter-Allied Military Mission at 
Budapest, had been sent by that Mission ‘to examine the situation in Western Hungary 
which is to be ceded to German Austria’. 
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in the country to acquire any such sympathies, which, moreover, would be 
very ill-placed, as the Hungarians are still our enemies and deserve to be 
punished though not perhaps vindictively. The justice as well as the wisdom 
of the occupation of Smyrna by the Greeks? has been a subject of some dis- 
cussion, but the Turks by their behaviour during the war whether towards 
British prisoners or towards their subject races have lost for themselves the 
right to any consideration. I am told, however, by the highest military 
authorities such as Generals Milne, Franchet d’Esperey, and Bridges,‘ that 
the Hungarians always conducted themselves as entirely honourable and 
straightforward enemies; they treated their prisoners properly; and from 
the very outbreak of the war they renounced any claim to territorial ag- 
grandisement. It seems thus somewhat unfair to inflict upon them four 
Smyrnas. It is because from all the evidence I have been able to obtain, the 
present arrangements appear to be faulty and incapable of standing the test 
of time; it is contrary to that of Mr. Wilson’s fourteen points, which is 
thought by many people to be the best established of them all, in which he 
lays down the principle of nationality and self-determination; and in its 
consequent result it is an immediate menace to the peace of Europe, and 
therefore to the interests of His Majesty’s Government. 

I have frequently heard astonishment expressed that any of the four 
countries above mentioned should be willing to make so dangerous an ex- 
periment as to take under their rule such large blocks of Magyar or pro- 
Magyar population, each regardless apparently of their weakness, either 
inherent in itself or consequent upon its geographical situation and political 
environment. 

I trust Your Lordship will excuse the liberty with which I lay these con- 
siderations before you. It is only in view of the unanimous opinions of the 
various representatives of the Allied and Associated Powers and of others 
whose thoughts seem to me worth careful attention that I am emboldened to 


do so.5 
I have, &c., 
T. B. HoHLER 

3 In May 1919. Cf. Vol. IV, No. 432, n.2. 

4 General Officer Commanding in Chief, Army of the Black Sea; Commander-in-Chief 
of the Allied Armies of the Orient; Head of the British Mission with the Allied Armies of 
the Orient, respectively. 

5 This despatch provoked a memorandum of some length, dated Feb. 11, by Mr. A. W. A. 
Leeper, which concluded as follows: “To sum up I venture to submit: 

‘(a) that the frontiers have been unanimously considered both by the Technical Commit- 
tee involved and by the Supreme Council as approximating as closely to the exact ethnic 
line as a bare minimum of economic and transport exigencies allow. 

‘(b) that these frontiers have been accepted by all parties concerned, in spite of much 
grumbling, as their final frontiers, and that the Czecho-Slovaks, Rumanians and Jugo- 
Slavs, after much difficulty, have agreed to withdraw to them on that understanding. 

‘(c) that the Hungarians on their part are refusing to carry out the Treaty of St. Germain 
by which the German counties of Western Hungary have been incorporated in Austria. 

‘(d) that what the Hungarian Government is complaining of is not the exact frontiers, 
but the fact that the territorial integrity of the old Kingdom of Hungary has been infringed. 
Magyar policy is openly working for the re-annexation of Slovakia and Transilvania to 
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Hungary, a policy to which H.M. Government, like the other Allied Governments con- 
cerned, are formally pledged to opposition by their recognition of the new States and by 
their formal statements to these Governments as regards their frontiers. 

‘(e) that the only result of encouraging any hope in Hungary that the frontiers will be 
changed, would be: 


(1) to stiffen the Magyars in their opposition to signing the Treaty (and if this hope is 
not given them, I venture to submit that it is certain they will sign the Treaty), and 

(2) to turn Czecho-Slovaks, Rumanians and Jugo-Slavs against Great Britain and 
undo all the work of the past year of establishing permanent friendship between Great 
Britain and those countries.’ 


No. 79 
Letter from M. de Fleuriau' to Lord Hardinge 


[175387/123/3] 
AMBASSADE DE FRANCE A LONDRES, le 1° février 1920 


Cher Lord Hardinge, 

Vous avez eu la bonté de me dire hier que vous aviez regu une communica- 
tion de l’Ambassadeur d’Italie au sujet de l’affaire de I’ Adriatique; mais nous 
avons été séparés. 

M. Millerand? nous télégraphie? que Ambassadeur d’Italie a Paris est 
venu faire auprés de lui une démarche, qui, d’aprés le comte Bonine, devait 
étre faite auprés de vous par le marquis Imperiali.s Le comte Bonine a dit 
a M. Millerand que l’Italie pourrait accepter une proposition basée sur 
attribution de la souveraineté italienne a la ville de Fiume et sur la fixation 
de la frontiére a la ligne Wilson a la condition que cette ligne fit rectifiée a la 
hauteur de Senasecchia conformément a la demande italienne. L’Ambas- 
sadeur d’Italie a demandé que la France et la Grande-Bretagne communi- 
quent cette proposition au Gouvernement Serbe en indiquant que c’est la 
derniére concession que I’Italie peut faire et qu’il ne peut plus étre répondu 
que par oul ou par non a cette proposition. Le comte Bonine suggére aussi 
que le Traité de Londres soit officiellement communiqué au Gouvernement 
Serbe. 

M. Millerand me charge de vous proposer de faire a Belgrade la démarche 
proposée par le Gouvernement Italien, c’est a dire de proposer la souveraineté 
italienne a Fiume, la ligne Wilson et la rectification demandeée par I’Italie a 
cette ligne, de demander une réponse par oui ou par non, et de communiquer 
le traité de Londres. 

Il me semble que c’est sur ces bases que pourrait étre rédigé le télégramme 
identique aux Ministres de France et d’Angleterre dont nous avions parle. 


1 Minister in the French Embassy at London. 

2 French President of the Council and Minister for Foreign Affairs. 

3 According to a minute, dated Feb. 2, by Lord Hardinge this telegram was despatched 
from Paris on Jan. 31. 

* Italian Ambassador in London. 
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J’irai en causer avec vous demain lundi, mais j’ai voulu vous mettre au 
courant immédiatement de mes instructions.5 
Votre trés sincérement dévoué, 
A. DE FLEURIAU 


5 Lord Hardinge’s minute (see n. 3), which was addressed to the Prime Minister, con- 
tinued :—‘This morning the French Ambassador called and read to me a tel. from Paris dated 
yesterday [Feb. 1], stating that Signor Nitti had told the French Ambassador in Rome that he 
hoped that we and the French would tell the Yugo-Slav Gov't that the compromise arrived 
at is either to be taken or left, no further concession by Italy being possible, and that in the 
event of the refusal to accept the compromise being maintained, the Italian Gov‘ would 
accept and carry out the provisions of the Treaty of London. 

‘M. Cambon remarked that Signor Nitti cannot realise that the Treaty of London 
entails the evacuation of Fiume by the Italians and its occupation by the Yugo-Slavs. He 
thought that the only possible course is to convince the Yugo-Slavs that the present com- 
promise is more to their advantage than the Treaty of London, & for that purpose to com- 
municate to them the text of that Treaty H. Feb. 2’. 

‘Since writing the above the Italian Ambassador has been to see me and has made a 
communication from the Italian Gov‘ in similar terms to that reported by M. Cambon as 
emanating from Signor Nitti. I replied that I would inform you of Signor Nitti’s views. 

H. Feb. 2’ 


No. 80 
The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received February 3) 


No. 125 Telegraphic: by bag [175675/1193/3] 
PARIS, February 2, 1920 


In conformity with the instructions contained in your telegram 147 of 
January 29th! I took action this morning at the Ambassadors’ Conference by 
raising the question of the attitude of the Conference towards any attempt in 
Hungary to restore the Hapsburg Dynasty. I proposed a Resolution, copy 
of which I am forwarding by to-night’s bag,? together with a Minute? pre- 
pared for me discussing some of the reasons which make such action urgently 
necessary. My Resolution was most favourably welcomed by the representa- 
tives of the other Powers present and M. Millerand pledged himself to un- 
reserved acceptance and immediate publication in the Press. The United 
States and Italian representatives, while expressing themselves as entirely in 
agreement with the tone and object of the Resolution, which is entirely in 
conformity with the attitude of the Supreme Council last August at the time 
when the Archduke Joseph was made Supreme Governor of Hungary, as well 
as with the instructions repeatedly sent to Sir George Clerk during his 
Mission at Budapest, asked for a very short delay in order to secure the formal 


? See No. 75, n. 4. 

2 A copy of the Resolution was attached on the file and is here printed accordingly as an 
Annex. For another version in English see The Hungarian Peace Negotiations, vol. ii, p. 469, 
and for a French text see Deak, pp. 139-40. 

3 Not printed. 


IIo 








acquiescence of their Governments. The Italian Ambassador asked merely 
for a delay of a few hours; the American Ambassador wished for 48 hours. 
After discussion it was agreed to give the Italian Ambassador till to-morrow 
morning in order to consult his Government, but it was decided that it 
would be unwise to postpone the matter another 48 hours in view of the 
urgent danger of an attempt within the next few days, to reinstate the 
Archduke Joseph in power in Hungary. The American Ambassador offered 
no objection to this course to which he is most favourably disposed, beyond 
asking that the words ‘principal Allied and Associated Powers’ should be 
replaced by the vaguer phrase ‘Allied Powers’. Unless then, which is most 
improbable, any objection is raised by the Italian Government, the Resolu- 
tion with this slight alteration will be communicated to-morrow morning to 
the Governments interested and published in the Press. 


Later 


The Italian Ambassador has just informed me of the consent of his 
Government. The Resolution will accordingly be communicated to the 
Governments interested to-morrow and published in the Press. 


ANNEX 


Resolution proposed by his Britannic’s [sic] Mayesty’s Ambassador to the Ambassa- 
dors’ Conference for communication to the Hungarian, Czecho-Slovak, Roumanian, 
Polish, Serb-Croat-Slovene and Austrian Governments, and publication in the press. 


The Allied Powers feel called upon to give the most formal denial to mis- 
leading rumours that have been circulated to the effect that the restoration 
of the Hapsburg Dynasty to the throne of Hungary would be recognised or 
promoted by them. The Allied Powers consider that such a restoration of 
a Dynasty which to its subjects represented a system of coercion and domina- 
tion in alliance with Germany over other races would not be consistent 
either with the principles for which this war has been fought or with the 
result of liberation of subject peoples which has been achieved. While it is 
not the intention, nor can it be considered the duty of the Allied Powers to 
interfere with the internal affairs of Hungary or to dictate to the Hungarian 
people what sort of Government and constitution they may think fit to 
adopt for themselves the Powers cannot admit that the restoration of the 
Hapsburg Dynasty can be considered merely as a matter interesting the 
Hungarian Nation, and hereby declare that such a restoration would be at 
variance with the whole basis of the Peace Settlement, and would be neither 
recognised nor tolerated by them. 


III 


No. 81 
Earl Curzon to H.M. Representatives at Bucharest and Belgrade 
No. 46! Telegraphic [175887/1193/3] 


Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, February 3, 1920, 6 p.m. 


Latest information from His Majesty’s representative at Budapest and 
from British relief representatives there is that stocks of flour in the city are 
practically nil and that nothing is in sight.2, Yugo-Slav and Roumanian 
Governments appear to have done nothing to carry out their programmes, 
and we consider that if catastrophe, which appears to be imminent, takes 
place, they must take entire responsibility in view of their attitude of in- 
difference during the last three months. 

Please make communication in above sense to Government to which you 
are accredited and urge them to permit the export of foodstuffs by private 
companies and to fulfil their own Government food contracts with Hungary 
at once. You should point out that if shortage of food in Budapest produces 
upheaval political results will be far reaching. 

Repeated to Budapest No. 43 and Paris No. 174 for Sir W. Goode. 


™ No. 46 to Bucharest; No. 32 to Belgrade. 

2 In Budapest telegram No. 54 of Jan. 30 Mr. Hohler had reported: ‘At present moment 
the amount of flour in official hands amounts to (? fifty) tons. There is no movement from 
Serbia, and nothing is coming in from Hungarian territory in Roumanian occupation.’ 


No. 82 
Earl Curzon to Sir A. Young (Belgrade) 


No. 34 Telegraphic [175387/123/3] 
Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, February 3, 1920, 7 p.m. 


After consultation with the French Government we consider it desirable 
that you and the French Minister should make a friendly and joint repre- 
sentation to the Yugo-Slav Government. 

You should in the first instance communicate to the Minister for Foreign 
Affairs the text of the Treaty of London of 1915, and you should make it 
clear that inasmuch as Italy came into the war against Germany and Austria 
which led to the liberation of Yugo-Slavia the Allies will have no option but 
to revert to it in the event of the Yugo-Slav Government maintaining their 
refusal to accept the proposed compromise relating to Fiume. You should 
state that the compromise was only arrived at after much discussion amongst 
the Allies and with the Yugo-Slav Delegation when every effort was made to 
forestall possible objections on the part of the Yugo-Slav Government, and 
that in our opinion the limit of concession by the Italian Government has 
been reached. Finally you should point out the enormous advantages 
accruing to Yugo-Slavia from the compromise as compared with those 


112 


arising from the Treaty of London, and with your French colleague you 
should urge as strongly as possible their acceptance of the agreement. You 
may add that the publication of the terms of the Treaty will make it easy for 
the Government to defend their change of attitude.' 

Repeated to Rome 49, Paris No. 176. 

? In his telegram No. 177 to Paris (not printed) of the same date Lord Curzon asked 
Lord Derby to request the French Minister for Foreign Affairs to send immediate and 
similar instructions to the French Minister at Belgrade. For the decision to publish the 
Treaty of London, see Vol. VII, No. 24, minute 2. 


No. 83 
Earl Curzon to Sir G. Buchanan' (Rome) 


No. 50 Telegraphic [175387/123/3] 
Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, February 3, 1920, 7 p.m. 


My telegram to Belgrade No. 34? repeated to you. 

You should inform the Italian Government of the instructions sent to His 
Majesty’s Minister at Belgrade and you should make it quite clear to Signor 
Nitti that, in the event of the Yugo-Slav Government maintaining their 
refusal to accept the compromise and of our having in consequence to fall 
back on the Treaty of London, Fiume will have to be evacuated by the 
Italian forces and be handed over to the Yugo-Slav Government. If this 
did not happen it would be a violation of the Treaty of London and would 
place the Governments of Great Britain and France in an impossible position. 

' H.M. Ambassador at Rome. 2 No. 82. 

3 In the course of a minute to the Prime Minister dated Jan. 31 (174259/123/3) Lord 
Hardinge had made this point slightly differently: “The Italian Government would by the 
Pact of London be put in the position of being under a Treaty obligation to allow the Yugo- 
Slavs to expel d’Annunzio and any regular or irregular Italian forces from Fiume and the 
region between Volosca and Zara. This operation would in the present condition of public 
opinion in the two countries involve war between Italy and Yugo-Slavia, certainly in three 
years and probably in three weeks.’ For the position of Signor D’Annunzio at Fiume, see 
Vol. IV, Chap. I. 


No. 84 
Mr. Lindsay (Washington) to Earl Curzon (Received February 4, 3 p.m.) 


No. 95 Telegraphic [176091 /5445/3) 
WASHINGTON, February 3, 1920! 
My telegram No. 69.? 
Prospects with regard to grant of relief in Central Europe have become 
a good deal worse. Committee} heard evidence of General Bliss* who presented 
' No time of despatch is recorded. 2 No. 76. 
3 i.e. the Committee on Ways and Means, cf. No. 57, n. 2. 


* Formerly American military representative on the Supreme War Council and a member 
of the American Committee to Negotiate Peace, Paris, 1918-19. 
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question mainly as a means of assisting Poland to maintain her armies and 
combat Bolsheviks and, as only chance was to have proposals regarded 
as pure relief of distress, and as Poland is considered in Congress to have 
imperialistic tendencies, General’s evidence was disastrous. Committee has 
(? carried) out proposal to grant 50,000,000 dollars but there is no disguising 
fact that even this will not be obtained without a severe fight in House. 
Against proposal are views indicated above and all tends towards retrench- 
ment and towards withdrawing from European complications. In favour of 
it is fact that some very influential Republicans are committed to helping, 
so that fight will not be entirely on party lines. I think chances are in favour 
of 50,000,000 grant being made but against any increase now or in future. 

Best chance of improving matters would be for His Majesty’s Government 
and other Governments to give a lead by stating what they would contri- 
bute, attaching as few conditions as possible to their participation. If these 
contributions appeared generous they might affect situation here but I would 
not guarantee that they would absolutely ensure anything. 

Addressed to Foreign Office No. 95. Repeated to Canada. 


No. 85 
Letter from Sir W. Goode (Paris) to Mr. Waterlow 


[179059/5445/3] 


SUPREME ECONOMIC COUNCIL, PARIS, February 3, 1920 
Dear Waterlow, 

I am sending the enclosed personal letter to Lord Curzon at his Hotel! 
to-night and hope that it may do some good. 

Many thanks for trying to get Niemeyer to delay the telegram to Washing- 
ton.? I hope Blackett has accomplished a change of heart in the Chancellor. 
Bradbury has received a telegram dated January 31st from Warren Fisher} 
saying that they are awaiting a reply from Washington before answering his 
telegram.4 The reply they got from Lindsay,’ and which you kindly for- 
warded to me, might almost have been written by myself and if anything 
will convince them, it should. 

Yours sincerely, 
WILLIAM GOODE 


! Lord Curzon was on his way back to England after a brief holiday in Cannes. 
2 No. 72. 

3 This telegram has not been traced in Foreign Office archives. 

4 See enclosure and n. 7 below. 

5 No. 76. 
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ENCLOsURE IN No. 85 
Letter from Sir W. Goode (Paris) to Earl Curzon 


PARIS, February 3, 1920 
Dear Lord Curzon, 

I am so sorry to bother you on your way through Paris after what I sin- 
cerely trust has been a beneficial, if short, rest, but I feel I should be possibly 
neglectful of a duty if I did not ask you to take up most urgently the question 
of our negotiations with the United States as to further credits for Europe. 

Briefly, the situation is as follows. On January 19th Mr. Blackett of the 
Treasury handed in Paris to Mr. Rathbone, Assistant Secretary to the 
United States Treasury, a statement that His Majesty’s Government, subject 
to the approval of the Chancellor of the Exchequer, would be prepared to pro- 
vide a credit for Austrian relief up to an amount equal to a half of the effective 
credit provided by the United States, part of the British share to be available 
in payment for shipping to Austria food supplies provided by America.é 
This was cabled the same day to the American Treasury. 

On January 27th the Treasury requested the Foreign Office to inform the 
British Embassy at Washington that they were not prepared to accept the 
proposals made by Mr. Blackett on their behalf and while willing to con- 
tribute up to, say, ten million pounds, this sum would not be available for 
providing shipping for American supplies and that each country should 
provide freight for its own goods. On receipt of a copy of this letter Sir John 
Bradbury at once telegraphed to the Treasury’ that if this decision was final 
the Reparations Commission would have to tell Austria that the proposed 
relief scheme had broken down and that the Austrians would have to be left 
to make what they could out of their remaining assets and then face starva- 
tion, as there was not the least hope of the United States consenting to pro- 
vide shipping as well as supplies. 

At the same time I also telegraphed formally to you at the Foreign Office 
(No. 3677)8 that British liners would be available to carry these American 
supplies and that I was advised by the Ministry of Shipping that this would 
probably be to the advantage of British shipping, which otherwise might make 
a voyage from America to European ports in ballast or with non-essential 
cargoes purchased in America, and respectfully urged that a certain pro- 
portion of the British expenditure should be authorised for shipping food 
supplies from America. 

On receipt of the cablegram announcing that the British Treasury were 
not prepared to accept the proposals put forward by Mr. Blackett, Mr. 
Lindsay cabled to you from Washington (No. 107 [69]°) urging that this 
should be re-considered and saying: 

‘Condition that British credit be spent only on British produce coupled 
with that about each country providing its own freight seems to take 

H.M. Government out of Relief plan altogether’. 


6 Cf. No. 72. 7 Cf. No. 77, n. 4. 
8 No. 77. 9 No. 76. 
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Mr. Blackett has returned to London and was to see the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer yesterday. If the Chancellor adheres to his decision I am con- 
vinced from information which reaches me from many sources that it would 
not only mean the total breakdown of the policy which you have announced 
as that of the British Government, but will embitter our relations with the 
United States to an extent which I can hardly exaggerate. The matter is, 
I think, still being debated in Congress; all visible food supplies for Austria 
will be exhausted by about March 5th. Therefore, I have no hesitation in 
begging that this matter, which I know is so near to your heart, shall receive 
your urgent consideration in London. 

Yours sincerely, 
WILLIAM GOODE 


No. 86 


Earl Curzon to H.M. Representatives at Vienna, Budapest, 
Warsaw, Prague, Belgrade and Bucharest 


No. 46' Telegraphic [174046/5445/3] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, February 4, 1920, 3 p.m. 


In view of vital necessity of reorganising railway transport throughout 
Central Europe, His Majesty’s Government consider it essential that the 
Wagon Control Committee, which was recently set up by the Supreme 
Council at Vienna, should be invested with executive powers and should 
become a technical administrative body controlling the working of inter- 
national railway connections through the new States formerly part of the 
Austro-Hungarian Empire and Poland. This Committee consists of repre- 
sentatives of the States in question under a French president. 

French Government, whom we have approached on this subject,? fully 
share this view. They intend to bring question before Council of Ambassadors 
at Paris, and to ask that the Danubian States and Poland may be informed 
that no assistance, whether financial, military, or material, will be given to 
them unless they immediately take necessary steps to make the control of this 
Committee a reality. 

Please intimate to Government to which you are accredited that our view 
is as above and urge them, if they have not done so already, to appoint their 
representative on the Committee and to give him necessary powers. 

Repeated to Paris, No. 180; and Rome, No. 51. 


' No. 46 to Vienna; No. 46 to Budapest, No. 64 to Warsaw, No. 18 to Prague, No. 35 to 
Belgrade and No. 49 to Bucharest. 
2 Sce enclosure in No. 69. 
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No. 87 
Earl Curzon to Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) 


No. 52 Telegraphic [174046/5445/3] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, February 4, 1920, 3 p.m. 

My telegram to Vienna No. 46.! 

Please urge on Italian Government importance of instructing their repre- 
sentative on Ambassadors’ Council to accept this proposal when raised by 
French representative and also to send to their representatives in countries 
concerned instructions similar to those contained in my above telegram. 


tT No. 86. 


No. 88 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Lindsay (Washington) 


No. 142 Telegraphic [175964/5445/3] 
Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, February 4, 1920, 7 p.m. 

Following sent to Sir John Bradbury, Paris, by Chancellor of the Ex- 
chequer. 

Mr. Lindsay’s telegram No. 69.! 

Chancellor of the Exchequer thinks it desirable to set out at rather greater 
length considerations which underlay his telegram No. 107.2 These con- 
siderations were already set out in full in telegram No. 2086 to Washington 
November 2Ist.3 

His Majesty’s Government are in full agreement with what they under- 
stand to be the general policy of the United States Government that no 
further loans should be made by Governments to Governments. They have 
themselves adopted this policy and they desire no further loans from the 
American Government. 

This policy applies in principle whatever the purposes for which a loan is 
required. The objections to a loan for food supplies for consumption in the 
United Kingdom apply equally to a loan for food supplies for consumption 
e.g. in Austria. Further the grant of credit in London has effect of liberat- 
ing other credits for the purchase of dollars. In view of the present discount 
on sterling in terms of dollars it is absolutely necessary in order to carry 
through policy of avoiding further borrowing that new demands for dollars 
and other foreign currencies should be reduced to the utmost extent possible 
by the restriction of imports and the increase of exports, and that existing 
sources of foreign exchange should be kept free for meeting essential require- 
ments. Freight on British bottoms is one of the most important sources of 

' No. 76. 2 No. 72. 
3 Vol. VI, No. 295. 
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foreign exchange. It is for this reason that Chancellor of the Exchequer held 
that British assistance to Austria and Poland should be confined to British 
goods and freight in respect of such goods and that British tonnage generally 
should not be withdrawn from earning abroad as would be the case if it 
were paid from British credits. 

Turning to the immediate proposals for Austria and Poland the Chan- 
cellor of the Exchequer agrees in deference to the arguments of the United 
States Government not to make the co-operation of Allied and Neutral 
powers a prerequisite or condition of the grant of a credit by the United 
Kingdom, but he notes that the United States Government regard such co- 
operation as in the highest degree desirable and hopes that they will take up 
question with Allied and Neutral Governments accordingly. He is glad that 
the United States Government also agree that measures should be taken to 
break down economic barriers. He recognises the force of their argument 
against making this a preliminary condition of action now. But here too he 
hopes that the United States Government will take early steps towards 
securing the desired result. With regard to limitation of British Credits to 
surplus British supplies, His Majesty’s Government hope to be able to furnish 
certain supplies of fats and meat and considerable supplies of wool. They 
regard as absolutely essential that some part of the credits to be opened 
should be available for raw materials and as no part of the United States 
credit will be so available, it follows that provision for this purpose must be 
included in the British and/or other Government credits. They are also 
being pressed to give credits to Poland for rolling stock without which it 1s 
stated relief in kind will be ineffective. His Majesty’s Government are, how- 
ever, prepared in addition to make the British credit available for freight 
carried in British vessels whether the supplies are purchased out of British 
credits or not. The Chancellor of the Exchequer is communicating with the 
Ministry of Shipping as to the extent to which such freight can be made 
available. He notes assurance given in the last paragraph of telegram No. 69 
from Washington.! 

Contents of this telegram are being repeated to the Foreign Office for the 
information of Mr. Lindsay but in view of the desirability of negotiations not 
being carried on simultaneously through more than one channel the Chan- 
cellor of the Exchequer wishes you to conduct further discussion on behalf of 
His Majesty’s Government with Mr. Rathbone in Paris.‘ 


4 The substance of this telegram was communicated to the U.S. Ambassador in London 
by Lord Curzon in a letter (not printed) of March ro. 
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No. 89 


Mr. Hohler (Budapest) to Earl Curzon (Received February 5, 12.20 p.m.) 
No. 67 Telegraphic [176411/1193/3]| 


BUDAPEST, February 4, 1920! 

Your telegram No. 41.? 

Idea of electing member of Liechtenstein family seems to be quite unknown 
here. I am not therefore proposing it. 

Your telegram No. 353 reached me only in time for me to take action on it 
on January 31st. It has been extremely well received and has greatly cleared 
the air. Its tenour has been conveyed to Archduke Joseph who has informed 
his supporters he will on no account accept office. 

Popular favour is all centring on Horthy, second favourite being Apponyi 
but he is considered too old and of not sufficiently firm character. Choice of 
either would be I think entirely unobjectionable according to terms of your 
telegram. Former would be eminently suitable as absolutely honest, reliable 
and vigorous. He has nothing of the character of an adventurer or a military 
chauvinist. 

This is a country of legalists and tradition and precedent so that consider- 
able difficulty is being experienced as to constitutional forms which appear to 
be inseparably connected with the office of a King: but I think it will be 
successfully surmounted. 


1 No time of despatch is recorded. 

2 Of Feb. 2, not printed. Vienna telegram No. 38 of Jan. 26 (not printed) had reported 
the possibility that certain Hungarians might attempt to find a king from the Liechtenstein 
family. In his telegram No. 41 to Budapest Lord Curzon, following up this proposal, had 
stated that H.M.G. saw no objection to a suitable candidate from that family. 

3 No. 75. 


No. 90 
Earl Curzon to the Earl of Derby (Paris) 


No. 182 Telegraphic: by bag [174046/5445/3] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, February 4, 1920 


Your despatch No. 198 of 26th January:' Organisation of railway transport 
in Central Europe. 

Please inform French Government that we have received with much 
satisfaction the note enclosed in your above despatch, and ask them to send 
to their representatives in the countries concerned instructions similar to 
those contained in my telegram to Vienna, No. 46.? 

™ No. 60. 
2 No. 86. 
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No. 91 
The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received February 7) 
No. 145 Telegraphic: by bag [176883/7067/39] 


PARIS, February 6, 1920 


Following for the Cabinet. At the Ambassadors’ Conference this 
morning... .! 

6. (a) Marshal Foch put forward his own proposal that the Interallied 
Military Commission at Budapest should be maintained for the present, 
more especially for the purpose of, and with a view to, carrying out: 

(6) My proposal made at the meeting of the Conference on the 3rd instant 
in accordance with the instructions in Your Lordship’s telegram No. 157 of 
the goth ultimo? viz., that Allied officers should be sent from this Mission to 
maintain order in the areas evacuated (Debreczen, Bekesszaba and else- 
where) by the Roumanian troops. I expressed my satisfaction but made one 
stipulation vz., that instructions should be given to this Mission through our 
diplomatic representatives in Hungary (in accordance with the special 
desire of the Foreign Office and the Army Council). Marshal Foch made no 
difficulty on this point referring to similar arrangements made in the case of 
the Plebiscite areas, and the two proposals were agreed to subject to this 
stipulation... .! 


! The omitted sections referred to other matters. 

2 Not printed. This expressed the desire that the Conference of Ambassadors should 
consider measures ‘to protect the Rumanian inhabitants of the evacuated territory from 
possible excesses by Hungarians’. 


No. 92 


Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) to Earl Curzon (Received February 8, 2.15 p.m.) 
No. 52 Telegraphic [177112/123/3] 


ROME, February 7, 1920, 10.30 p.m. 

My telegram No. 45.! 

I called on President of the Council this morning and spoke to him in the 
sense of your telegram No. 50? and your telegram to Belgrade No. 34.3 

On his expressing his thanks for action of His Majesty’s Government at 
Belgrade I said that I was sure that he realised that application of Treaty of 
London would entail evacuation of Fiume by Italian troops and its cession 
to Yugo-Slavs but that I should be glad to learn what measures he con- 
templated taking to carry out this should Belgrade Government reject Paris 
compromise. 


' Of Feb. 5, not printed. This telegram reported that Mr. Kennard, Counsellor of H.M. 
Embassy, had that day handed a summary of No. 82 to the Secretary-General of the 
Italian Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 

2 No. 83. 3 No. 82. 
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His Excellency readily admitted that Italy would in that case have to give 
up Fiume and he at first spoke of a possible recourse to military measures 
should d’Annunzio and his troops refuse to leave Fiume. Such action how- 
ever might lead to Civil war. Subsequently he suggested enforcing of strict 
blockade, though this would unfortunately cause much suffering to women 
and children. He said that he was to speak in the Chamber this afternoon 
and would he thought have a considerable majority. He could not however 
at present stage say anything as to what he would do should it be necessary 
to secure withdrawal of Italian troops from Fiume. It was only when 
application of Treaty of London had actually been decided on that he would 
be in a position to tell Chamber that steps would have to be taken to give 
effect to all its clauses. I expressed hope that he would, in speech, make it 
clear that application of that Treaty would involve cession of Fiume to Yugo- 
Slavs. His Excellency gave me to understand that he would do this. 

I then said that from a report I had received yesterday from Paris there 
could be no doubt that he was under a misapprehension with regard to 
formula agreed on at Paris Conference and incorporated in proposal pre- 
sented to Belgrade Government.* According to that formula Fiume was to be 
independent State under guarantee of League of Nations. 

His Excellency disputed this and contended that in original text ‘Fiume 
was to be independent sovereign state’ and that it was through inadvertence 
that words ‘under guarantee of League of Nations’, which should have 
applied only to Zara and not to Fiume, had been introduced into it. Addi- 
tion of these words would cause him much embarrassment and it would not, 
he maintained, be difficult to induce Belgrade Government to accept what 
he persisted in calling original text. I replied that we should have difficulty 
enough to induce that Government to accept proposal as it stood (? without 
omitted) deleting words and rendering it still less acceptable. I could not 
understand what he saw to object to in them. He replied that it would give 
League of Nations right to intervene in internal affairs of Fiume. I said that 
so far as I was aware there was no question of this. So far from constituting, 
as he had maintained, a diminution or a negation of rights of Fiume as an 
independent state, words in question rather reaffirmed those rights. There 
were but two quarters from which Fiume’s independence could ever be 
threatened namely, from Italy or Yugo-Slavia, and guarantee of League of 
Nations would secure Fiume against annexation from either one or the other. 
If I read words correctly they constituted a guarantee such as we had given 
formerly to Belgium. President of Council still adhered to his point of view, 
though he admitted that if my explanation was officially confirmed it might 
alter matters. 

Speaking next of general international situation President of the Council 
dwelt on necessity of our settling all outstanding questions with least possible 
delay. He repeated what he had said in conversation reported in my des- 
patch No. 555 as to necessity of our revising our policy towards Germany in 
whose hands he added lay question of peace or war. He dwelt on importance 

4 Cf. No. 62. 5 Of Jan. 27, not printed. 
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of establishing trade relations with Russia so as to secure supplies of grain and 
raw material from that country. He added that we had let slip more than 
one favourable opportunity of suppressing Bolshevism and it was now too 
late to attempt to do so. We had therefore no choice but to come to terms 
with them. 

With regard to his own position President of the Council spoke as if he 
looked forward to a long term of office. 

He leaves for London on Monday.® 

Repeated to Paris. 


6 Feb. 9, to attend the First Inter-Allied Conference of London, which began on Feb. 12, 
see Vol. VII. 


No. 93 


Letter from Mr. Leeper (Paris) to Mr. Kerr' (London) 


[ Confidential /General/363/19] 


PARIS, February 7, 1920 
Dear Kerr, 

. . 2] was in any case on the point of writing to you about the Adriatic 
question. We telegraphed to the Foreign Office yesterday the memorandum 
which was handed to Lord Derby by Mr. Wallace. I feel that I ought to let 
you know at once what I have heard from the Americans about it lest your 
impressions might be those which were certainly mine on reading it for the 
first time, that is to say that it was a rather gauche and stiff reply to the very 
polite telegram addressed to the President by the Prime Minister and Mon- 
sieur Clemenceau. I find, however, that this is not at all the case. The 
memorandum is simply intended to be a telegraphic statement of the 
President’s views on the texts of the two series of proposals made on January 
oth and 14th respectively.* It is not a reply, or intended to be, to the tele- 
gram of the Prime Minister and Monsieur Clemenceau, in which those pro- 
posals were explained and argued.’ I think that I may say (after what I have 
heard from the Americans) that there is good reason to expect the real reply 
to the telegram within the next few days, and that its whole tone will be very 
different from this short memorandum. I venture to think, and I hope you 
will not mind my suggesting that it is exceedingly important to the Adriatic 
settlement to give the President these few days in which to answer. How- 
ever it may be on other questions, in the case of the Adriatic I feel most 


! Mr. P. H. Kerr, Private Secretary to the Prime Minister. 

2 The first paragraph, here omitted, related to the Bessarabian question. 

3 This memorandum (not printed) stated that President Wilson’s ‘final conclusions’ 
were ‘set forth in Joint Memorandum signed by Monsieur Clemenceau, Mr. Polk, and Sir 
E. Crowe on December goth’ and that the memorandum ‘should therefore be taken as official 
statement of position of United States Government in the matter’. Mr. Hugh Wallace was 
U.S. Ambassador at Paris: he handed the memorandum to Lord Derby on Feb. 6. 

4 Nos. 5 and 7 in Cmd. 586 of 1920. $ Ibid., No. 10. 

6 See ibid., No. 12. 
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strongly, and I hope you will not mind my insisting on it, that the position 
of the American Government cannot be ignored, simply because the whole 
attitude of the Yugo-Slavs is determined by it. Needless to say I have done 
my best to convince the Americans here of the material advantages in the 
proposals of January 14th over the actual proposals of December gth, as well 
as of the fact that no departure from the memorandum of December gth’ 
has been made except in detail, and in so far as it has been made it is in the 
interest, at least the future interest, of Yugo-Slavia. This was, you will 
remember, the argument adopted in the telegram of January 2ist,5 and I 
think the Americans do not ignore its weight. They, of course, consider, as I 
have no doubt you do and as I do, that the grant of the ‘coastal strip’ to Italy 
is justified by no economic or geographical reason. It has, as we know, been 
done simply for reasons, probably imperative reasons, of practical policy, 
but this the Americans can hardly be expected to accept unless they were 
made a partner in the negotiations, which I venture to think they should be 
made. 

I do not wish to bother you with a long letter—the question will presumably 
come up for discussion immediately on Signor Nitti’s arrival in London’— 
it does not immediately concern us here. My only reason for venturing on 
the following remarks is that I am intensely interested in it both retrospec- 
tively, and because I know the attitude of the Yugo-Slavs here. May I then 
put one or two difficulties before you? 

(1) I think I reminded you in a former letter? that there was a tendency 
among the Yugo-Slavs to say ‘We prefer the Treaty of London as a basis of 
settlement to the new scheme proposed because (a) it gives us Fiume im- 
mediately, and (d) it is otherwise so transparently unjust and inapplicable 
that it would ultimately have to be corrected’. In talking to the Yugo-Slavs 
I have tried to get them out of this extremely unfortunate mood, which is, 
I think, not less dangerous to themselves than to everyone else involved. I 
have argued with them that their chances of getting Fiume, were the threat 
of applying the Treaty of London to come into force, would be absolutely 
nil. The Italian regular forces might indeed be recalled from Fiume, but 
D’Annunzio’s men would not leave, and it would be impossible for the 
Italian Government to force them to evacuate the town in order to hand it 
over to the Yugo-Slavs, nor could the Italian Government sit still and allow 
the Yugo-Slavs to eject Italians by force. The British and French Govern- 
ments are obviously not prepared to send troops to force either the Italians 
or the Yugo-Slavs to execute the Treaty of London, therefore in the event 
of that Treaty being proclaimed as valid, all that would happen would be 
that the Italian occupation of the Yugo-Slav territories which they at present 
occupy would be legalised in the eyes of the British and French, whereas the 
Fiume question would not be settled at all. In other words, I have tried to 
get the Yugo-slavs to see that, if they refuse the settlement which the British 
and French Prime Ministers succeeded in making with Signor Nitti after 

7 Ibid., No. 1. 8 See No. 92, n. 6. 
9 Not traced in Foreign Office archives. 
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prolonged negotiations, they will provoke from the British and French 
Governments the retort ‘You refused the only settlement which we found it 
possible to secure; in that case we wash our hands of the whole affair, and 
leave matters as they were, with Italy entitled to our moral support in apply- 
ing the Treaty of London.’ 

(2) These considerations are, of course, not new to you. I mention them 
merely because I have endeavoured, probably without success, to get them 
into the heads of the Yugo-Slavs. I notice, however, that His Majesty’s 
Government and the French Government are at present pushing on with the 
idea that in the event of the settlement of the 14th January being refused, 
the Treaty of London might really be carried out. They are using this, not 
only in the form of a threat to the Yugo-Slav Government, but in the form of 
a warning to the Italians. (In this connexion see Foreign Office telegram 
No. 50 to Sir G. Buchanan, where he is instructed to warn Signor Nitti that, 
in case the Treaty of London comes into force, ‘Fiume will have to be evacu- 
ated by the Italian forces and be handed over to the Yugo-Slav Govern- 
ment’.!°) I gather that what is intended by this policy is to use the threat of 
the evacuation of Fiume as a means of making the Italian Government more 
tractable, and that, in the concluding words of telegram No. 50 to Rome ‘If 
this did not happen it would be a violation of the Treaty of London and 
would place the Governments of Great Britain and of France in an impossible 
position’. For ‘impossible’, I suppose may really be understood ‘command- 
ing’, for, in fact, if Italy on her part does not carry out the Treaty and en- 
deavours to obtain all the advantages of it, while avoiding the obligations, 
not even the Italians could contend that the British and French Governments 
were any longer bound by it and they would therefore have the advantage of 
being released by Italy’s own act. In fact, however, that is exactly what the 
Italian Government seem to intend. A semi-official statement published in 
the press here some days ago from Rome stated that, in the event of the Treaty 
of London being applied, the Italian Government could not of course compel 
the evacuation of Fiume in favour of the Yugo-Slavs. I mention all this 
because I suppose it is the first matter which will have to be thrashed out 
with Signor Nitti. 

Frankly, I see no way out of a complete impasse if negotiations continue 
on these lines. If the Italians attempt to carry out the Treaty of London, it 
means eventually war, war not now, but a little later, with both sides pre- 
paring for it, with the American Government, and a considerable section of 
British and French opinion behind the Yugo-Slavs, but with the British and 
French Governments officially pledged to support the Italian Government 
in claims that the Italians know we consider unjustified. I should not have 
bothered you with my views on the question as I see it at present if I were 
not frankly perplexed as to how one can attempt to influence the Yugo-Slavs’ 
delegation here. As I said, my chief argument with them has hitherto been 
‘If you refuse this settlement which gives you practically everything you 
want, with one somewhat illogical exception (the coastal strip) it means that 

10 No. 83. 
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the British and French Governments will take no further interest in helping 
you; if you accept it the Treaty of London automatically lapses with the 
consent of the Italian Government, and everything possible will be done to 
help you to work out a settlement and to correct any evident impossibilities 
in it in the future. American assistance to you may be useful in the future; 
it is absolutely worthless now.’ 

I know I have influenced some of them to a certain extent with this reason- 
ing, though there remains, as I told you, in their minds a vague idea of Fiume 
as so important, that they prefer the Treaty of London which would give it 
to them. They say this although they are unable to answer my question 
‘How would the Treaty of London give you Fiume if the Italian Government 
refuse to make D’Annunzio evacuate?’ 

Obviously the first matter to get Nitti to pledge himself publicly to is the 
evacuation of Fiume, but this I do not think he will do. If he does not, I 
suppose His Majesty’s Government can quite honestly contend that they are 
released from their obligations under the Treaty of London by the Italians’ 
own refusal or inability to abide by the Treaty. So far so good, but it does 
not bring the settlement any nearer. In such a case, however, His Majesty’s 
Government might at least contend that of the two settlements proposed, one 
was rejected by the Yugo-Slavs, and the other was refused by the Italians. 
They could therefore regard themselves as untied by any special obligations, 
for the moment disinterest themselves in the question, and would leave it for 
solution later on, in which case there could be no question of the obligations 
of the Treaty of London any longer obtaining. At the same time I cannot see 
what possible permanency there can be in any solution which the Americans 
will not accept, for it means that the Yugo-Slavs on their side will not accept 
it either. The only thing which would save the situation would be to per- 
suade Nitti to abandon his absurd scheme of the coastal strip, for which he 
has never offered any reason but a sentimental one, which 1s opposed to 
geography, economics, race distribution and every conceivable strategic 
argument. If you can get him to do this you will get a settlement tomorrow. 
Could not some means be found, economic or otherwise, to persuade him to 
abandon a thing in which he frankly owns he does not believe in order to 
obtain a really lasting settlement which all parties interested would accept 
and guarantee and to lay the foundations of permanent peace in the Adriatic? 

It is here that the position of America might be found a most important 
argument. You will remember that both Monsieur Clemenceau and the 
Prime Minister made it quite clear to Signor Nitti (as a reference to the 
Minutes of the Supreme Council would show!') that American approval was 
indispensable for any “complete settlement’ proposed. Signor Nitti did not 
like this much but acquiesced only murmuring, ‘If the Yugo-Slavs accept it 
I cannot see why the Americans should refuse’. To this Monsieur Clemen- 
ceau replied ‘Well, I am not sure about that; logic does not govern the 
world’, or words to that effect. But in any case Signor Nitti might now be 
reminded that the Yugo-Slavs have refused this proposal simply because of 

1! See Vol. II, No. 68, pp. 829—30. 
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the coastal strip, and therefore American opposition to the coastal strip 
gathers a new complexion. It is therefore clear that the only way of reaching 
both an immediate and lasting settlement with the consent of all parties 
concerned would be the abandonment by Signor Nitti of the coastal strip, 
in which, frankly, he does not believe except for reasons of party politics, 
which would be of no value to Italy now that Fiume is under ‘the guarantee 
of the League of Nations’, and which it would be absolutely impossible to 
maintain. Nitti could cover his retreat by showing that by this small sacrifice 
(of something which was worth nothing) he has obtained the willing consent 
of the Yugo-Slavs and the endorsement of the United States Government to 
the whole settlement. If pushed hard enough I cannot see how he can refuse. 
Supposing he does and demands the Treaty of London and declares further 
publicly that he will hand Fiume over to Yugo-Slavia, he has justified him- 
self in the eyes of the British and French Governments, but put himself 
hopelessly out of court both with the Yugo-Slavs and the United States, 
who will neither of them ever accept such a settlement. Frankly I think then 
that the only two possible alternatives are (1) to persuade Nitti to abandon 
the coastal strip in return for full support from all parties concerned in 
making what might then be considered a permanent settlement, (2) if he 
refuses this to ask him if he is prepared publicly to state that he guarantees 
that Fiume will be handed over and taken possession of by the Jugo-Slavs as 
part of the recognition of the validity of the Treaty of London. Unless he will 
do this the Allies will be unable the [sic] acknowledge the validity of the 
Treaty in view of the fact that the Italian Government themselves cannot 
take responsibility for its integral execution. 

May I say in conclusion that there seems in my mind absolutely no question 
which is the better solution in the interests of all concerned. It is emphati- 
cally No. (1), that is, that Italy should abandon, camouflaging her abandon- 
ment in any form she thinks best, the claim [to] the coastal strip in return for 
immediate signature of the proposals with this amendment, not only by the 
British and French, but by the Yugo-Slav and American Governments. (2) 
would, on the other hand, displease equally both (a) the Yugo-Slavs and 
Americans to whom the Treaty of London is anathema, (d) the Italian 
nationalists of whom Nitti is afraid, who would refuse to abandon Fiume, 
moreover any attempt to carry it out could not be permanently successful 
except through war with Yugo-Slavia, and how such an arrangement could 
ever be sanctioned by the League of Nations I fail to see. 

I am sending a copy of this letter to Campbell!? at the Foreign Office. 
Trumbic is lunching with me tomorrow and I shall make another attempt 
to prevail on him to bring his government to sign. I think he is not insensible 
to the arguments we have used but so long as America does not accept the 
settlement Yugo-Slavia will never do so. If, however, the coastal strip can be 
eliminated from the proposals I feel absolutely certain that both the United 
States and the Yugo-Slavs can be brought at once into line, and cannot help 
feeling that if the matter were represented forcibly enough to Signor Nitti he 

12 Mr. R. H. Campbell, Private Secretary to Lord Curzon. 
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would have no choice but to accept it. The Ambassadors’ Conference is 
probably not meeting next week (so there will be a short lull after strenuous 
days here), and I could easily come across to London if the Foreign Office 
wish me to do any further work on this question. I could not, however, lose 
this chance of informing you and the Foreign Office at once of what I know 
about the present position. 
Yours sincerely, 
A. W. A. LEEPER 


No. 94 


Mr. Hohler (Budapest) to Earl Curzon (Received February 9, 1.30 p.m.) 
No. 82 Telegraphic [177438/7067/39] 


BUDAPEST, February 8, 1920! 


I am sending you by mail (? terms) (? text of) message of? Conference by 
Hungarian delegation. 

It mainly insists in moderate and well (? express)ed terms on necessity for 
Plebiscite and proposes consequent changes in Article 27 adding clause in 
favour of delimitations of frontier so as not to separate territories mutually 
independent (sic ? dependent) either for economic or national reasons such as 
cutting railway connection, (draft frontier cutting some lines eight or ten 
times) separation of towns from water supplies or of irrigated lands from their 
reservoirs. It solicits repatriation of prisoners of war. It makes an appeal on 
behalf of 1,800,000 Magyars contiguous to Hungary and towns where 
Magyars greatly predominate and 500,000 Szelkers [Szeklers] in Transyl- 
vania: it points out disastrous economic results of present treaty and necessity 
at all events for maintaining ancient economic unity: and it asks for better 
guarantees for protection of minorities. Finally it deprecates use of term 
“Hungarian Republic’ as being at least premature. . . .4 

? No time of despatch is recorded. 

2 In the Foreign Office it was suggested that ‘of’ should read ‘to’. 

3 For the text, dated Feb. 12, see The Hungarian Peace Negotiations, vol. ii, pp. 1-7. See 


also Vol. VII, No. 4, minute 4 and Appendix 3. 
4 The text is here uncertain. 


No. 95 


Mr. Rattigan (Bucharest) to Earl Curzon (Received February 11, 11.30 a.m.) 
No. 80 Telegraphic [178300/1193/3} 
BUCHAREST, February 10, 1920! 


Budapest telegram No. 54 to Foreign Office? repeated to me in your tele- 
gram No. 43.3 


1 No time of despatch is recorded. 2 See No. 81, n. 2. 
3 Of Feb. 2, not printed. 
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I have again made strong representations to King and Roumanian 
Government. Former promised me to use all his influence to get supplies 
continued. He thinks however that Roumania is herself in a dangerous 
situation regarding food, as little harvest is expected this year in view of 
failure to complete (........ 4) normal autumn sowings. Every country 
had to look after herself before assisting others, however much affected by 
their distress. Ministers held same language, but promised to examine 
matter sympathetically. 

Repeated to Budapest No. 6. 


4 The text is here uncertain. 


No. 96 
Mr. Lindley (Vienna) to Earl Curzon (Received February 12, 11.30 a.m.) 


No. 66 Telegraphic [178248/5445/3] 


VIENNA, February 11, 1920, 2 p.m. 

My telegram No. 48 of January 31st.! 

No doubt His Majesty’s Government realize that a serious situation will 
arise here should Austrian Ministers now in Paris? return without being 
able to hold out a definite hope that Austria can become a going concern 
within a reasonable time. Should this hope be finally extinguished it is 
impossible to say what will happen in this country.3 

t Not printed. 

2 The Austrian Ministers of Finance and Food, cf. No. 54 and No. 97. 

3 In the course of a long minute dated Feb. 13, Mr. Waterlow wrote as follows: ‘If it is 
thought—and surely it cannot be denied—that the Austrian economic situation is fraught 
with the gravest political dangers, it would seem desirable that the Secretary of State should, 
in consultation with the Chancellor of the Exchequer, make arrangements for this country 
to take the lead in working out a comprehensive scheme to be applied immediately to the 
needs of Central Europe. It is difficult not to feel that there is something thoroughly un- 
satisfactory in the present system, or rather lack of system, under which these matters are left 
entirely to Sir J. Bradbury and Sir W. Goode. The F.O. have no real power to get the nght 
thing done and yet, if there is a catastrophe, it is they who will be blamed.’ 


No. 97 
Sir G. Grahame! (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received February 12) 


No. 164 Telegraphic: by bag [178170/5445/3] 
PARIS, February 11, 1920 
My telegram for the Cabinet No. 162 of yesterday, paragraph 5.? 
In accordance with a recent request made by the Austrian Premier, Dr. 


? Minister in H.M. Embassy at Paris. 

2 Not printed. In this telegram Sir G. Grahame had reported on the meeting of the 
Conference of Ambassadors on Feb. 10 and, in para. 5, on a statement made by the Austrian 
Minister of Finance. He had concluded: ‘The substance of the Austrian statement and the 
subsequent discussion form the subject of a separate telegram.’ 
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Renner, the Austrian Ministers of Finance and Food and their technical 
advisers were received yesterday by the Ambassadors’ Conference. 

Dr. Reich, Minister of Finance, read to the Conference a statement, the 
substance of which was as follows: 

The Austrian Government sought a solution of economic crisis which 
would enable Austria to help herself by her own work. The expedient of 
small temporary loans made the attainment of this object more difficult. 
Clearly the economic recovery of Austria was to the advantage of the Allies, 
firstly, because of the reparation which could then be obtained from her and, 
secondly, because such recovery was the only means of preventing social 
disorder in the country itself and the spread of the same beyond its frontiers. 

The present Government was continually menaced by famine in the coun- 
try. They were raising new taxes and seeking to stabilise the monetary 
system, but even if money could be raised the present rates of exchange 
prevented them from buying coal and other supplies abroad. The country 
could only be saved by long-term credit operations on a vast scale and guided 
by a long-sighted economic policy. Loans of this kind would permit of the 
export of Austrian goods and consequently of the employment of Austrian 
labour, which was now very cheap compared with that of other countries. 
These operations should be concerted by the Austrian Government either 
directly with the Allied or Associated Governments, or with financial groups 
in the Allied countries. 

Admittedly the security which could be offered for such credit would be 
much affected by the entry into force of the Treaty of St. Germain, Article 
197 of which stipulated that the ‘first charge upon all the assets and revenues 
of Austria should be the cost of reparation and all other costs arising under 
the present Treaty’. He therefore proposed that the Reparation Commis- 
sion for Austria should be brought into force without waiting for the ratifica- 
tion of the Treaty of St. Germain and should be authorised to exercise its 
powers in a manner to reassure possible creditors of the Austrian Govern- 
ment. The credits obtained should be employed according to a programme 
arranged between the Reparation Commission and the Austrian Govern- 
ment. 

After the Austrian representatives had retired M. Seydoux, Head of the 
Commercial Department at the French Ministry of Foreign Affairs, explained 
the critical position of Austria in greater detail. He began by showing that 
Austria was at present existing absolutely from hand to mouth. 30 thousand 
tons of cereals (obtained through Trieste on the 48 million dollar Allied 
loan) would be exhausted by March rst. Austria would then be entirely 
without cereals until her own harvest began to come in in the middle of 
August. A gap of nearly six months had therefore to be provided for. 

The Austrian Government had several expedients under consideration :— 

1, An old Dutch Loan shortly maturing might be paid off and a new loan 
of 6,500 [sic] florins obtained. 

2. The exploitation of the Tobacco Monopoly regarding which the Austrian 
Government had so far been unable to get any satisfactory offer. 
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3. The release of the Foreign securities pledged by Austria to the Allies 
for the 48,000,000 dollar loan. 

But the fact of the matter was that the Reparation Commission as pro- 
vided for in the Austrian Treaty was the only body which could deal satis- 
factorily with the feeding of a totally bankrupt state. So much so was this the 
case that the organising committee of the Austrian Reparation Commission 
had in practice already become a Committee for the relief of Austria. 

In the meanwhile M. Seydoux mentioned the possibility of the creation of 
an international commission to administer the Austrian debt, similar to that 
established in Turkey and Egypt. 

In conclusion he stated that though the Austrian appeal was undoubtedly 
sincere, and the country was at its last gasp yet it would appear that the 
Government had failed to make the best effort to obtain supplies for Vienna: 

1) from the Austrian peasants, who hoarded their grain for their own use; 

2) from neighbouring countries, especially the Banat and Hungary, where 
considerable stocks were available and the only lack was transport and good- 
will, 

He urged that Austria should be induced to make further efforts to draw on 
these sources.3 

It was held that further discussion was impossible till the text of the docu- 
ment read by the Austrian representatives had been circulated, but considera- 
tions of humanity demanded that the Conference should act with as much 
speed as possible. 

It was decided therefore that the Conference should meet on Friday 
morning* and that the French, Italian and British representatives on the 
organising Committee of the Austrian Reparation Commission in Paris 
should be asked to attend. It was thus hoped that some useful communica- 
tion might be made to the Austrian representatives before they left Paris. 
They had come on a previous occasion and returned empty handed, and 
their return on this occasion without any answer might have serious effects 
and weaken the hand of the Austrian Government. 

I should be glad to be furnished for my guidance with the views of His 
Majesty’s Government on the whole of this subject. I am in communication 
with Sir William Goode in the matter. 


3 In Vienna telegram No. 34 of Jan. 24 (not printed) Mr. Lindley had strongly urged 
that a competent British official should be sent to advise the Austrian Government upon 
measures to increase agricultural production. In his subsequent telegram No. 95 of Feb. 21 
(not printed) he reported the receipt of a memorandum from the Landwirtschaftstelle or 
Agricultural Bureau, expressing the hope that an expert would be sent. He had replied 
that he would recommend H.M.G. ‘to send out a representative to be attached to this 
Organisation’, provided that he ‘received an assurance that he would be free to offer advice 
both to Organisation and to Ministers’. Dr. Renner had assured him that such advice would 
be most welcome, and Mr. Lindley accordingly recommended that an expert should be 
sent without delay. 

4 Feb. 13. Cf. No. 103 below. 
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No. 98 


Mr. Lindley (Vienna) to Earl Curzon (Received February 12, 7 p.m.) 


No. 70 Telegraphic [178298/168474/3] 


VIENNA, February 12, 1920, 2 p.m. 

My telegrams Nos. 4 of January 3rd! and 42 of January 27th.? 

Philpotts3 [sc] has now received letter from Grenfell stating confidentially 
that he proposes that his group should come to an arrangement with Austrian 
Government, Hungarian Government, and Serbian Government to run 
whole of their railway lines in one system in partnership with these Govern- 
ments, further that through His Majesty’s Government [? they] can arrange 
with Reparation Commission so that group can manage financing. 

He asks Philpotts to obtain statistics regarding railways and connected 
industries from Austrian Government. 

Although I have helped Colonel Grenfell unofficially over Danube 
business I feel that it would be incorrect for Mr. Philpotts to take initiative 
in approaching Austrian Government about railways without instructions. 
Question raises points of international importance such as attitude of our 
Allies, which can only be settled by His Majesty’s Government. 

I do not think it will be possible to get Austrian and Hungarian Govern- 
ments to work their railways as one system, but it would be very desirable 
(? for them to) do so. 


™ Not printed. Cf. No. 70, n. 1. 
2 No. 70. 
3 Mr. O. S. Phillpotts, H.M. Commercial Commissioner at Vienna. 


No. 99 
Earl Curzon to Sir A. Young (Belgrade) 


No. 43 Telegraphic [175185/1193/3] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, February 13, 1920, 10 p.m. 


Budapest telegram No. 54 (of January 3oth:' Economic Conditions in 
Austria [Hungary].) 

Is there any improvement in food deliveries to Hungary? 

If not, you should continue to exercise pressure in every way possible. 

Repeated to Budapest No. 61. 


t See No. 81, n. 2. 
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No. 100 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Hohler (Budapest) 


No. 60 Telegraphic [174929/1193/3] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, February 13, 1920, 10 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 48.! 

So far as can be judged Soviet Government have no intention at present 
of attacking their neighbours by force of arms. In fact they are insistent and 
apparently sincere in their efforts to make peace with Poland. 

Whether they would regard such a peace as a mere truce or as a means of 
undermining Poland and their other neighbours by propaganda remains to 
be seen. In any case the considered view of His Majesty’s Government is 
that Russia’s neighbours have everything to lose and nothing to gain by 
embarking in anti-Bolshevik adventures and that their best defence against 
Bolshevik aggression whether military or social is to set their house in order. 


' Of Jan. 27, not printed. Mr. Hohler had, in this telegram, asked for ‘information by 
telegraph from time to time of real progress of Bolshevik movement as very wild rumours 
are continually current here’. 


No. 101 
Memorandum by Mr. Leeper on the Adriatic Question 


[18686 4/123/3) 


FOREIGN OFFICE, February 13, 1920 


On January 20th the Supreme Council presented the Jugo-Slav Govern- 
ment with the choice of two alternatives :!— 


(1) Acceptance of the Compromise of the 14th January.’ 
(2) Application of the Treaty of London. 


In spite of the pressure which has been exerted both on the Jugo-Slav 
Delegation in Paris and their Government in Belgrade, it is now clear that 
the first alternative, acceptance of the Compromise, is not to be hoped for. 

The alternative to apply the Treaty of London is not acceptable to the 
Italian Government who find themselves unable or unwilling to give a formal 
guarantee that Fiume would at once be handed over directly to Jugo-Slavia. 
Moreover since no Jugo-Slavy Government would ever sign a Treaty em- 
bodying the settlement of the Treaty of London there would be no 
legalisation of the Italian annexation of these territories. 

Neither alternative proposed on January 2oth now seems possible to apply. 
It would, therefore, seem that a third alternative should be sought for. 
There is every indication that the Jugo-Slav Government, if it were strongly 


* See Vol. II, No. 79, minute 3, especially pp. 954-5. 
2 No. 7 in Cmd. 586 of 1920. 
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urged upon them, would not be unwilling to accept the first alternative in 
regard to Fiume in the proposal sent to President Wilson on September roth 
last,3 namely :— 


(a) Italian sovereignty for the Corpus Sgparatum of Fiume minus the 
Port which latter passes to the League of Nations. 

(b) The Wilson line‘ as frontier between Italy and Jugo-Slavia modified 
so as to include Albona in Italy. 


The Italian Government could hardly refuse a proposal which gave them 
Fiume in full sovereignty seeing that it was formally made, and with great 
insistence, by Signor Tittonis and that it was only President Wilson’s opposi- 
tion which prevented its acceptance. If it were, however, known in America 
that the Jugo-Slavs were prepared to accept this proposal it is improbable 
that there would be strong American opposition to it. 

The only other disputable part of the Compromise of January 14th is the 
Albanian section. Official enquiries in Paris have shown that all three parties 
concerned, the Jugo-Slavs, the Italians, and M. Venizelos® would be prepared 
to accept a system of mandates in place of the annexations originally proposed 
for the parts of Albania assigned to that administration provided they all 
three accepted identical or similar conditions. With this end in view a plan 
has been drafted to which M. Venizelos and the other parties interested 
have provisionally and conditionally agreed. This leaves Valona in full 
sovereignty to Italy, and the Argirokastro in full sovereignty to Greece, while 
a rather larger portion of Northern Albania than was contemplated in the 
Compromise of the 14th January would pass under a Jugo-Slav mandate, 
the Koritza district under a Greek mandate, and the rest of Albania under an 
Italian mandate. The Albanian representatives in Paris have been unofficially 
sounded as to this proposal. While it does not fully satisfy their unrealisable 
demands for a completely independent Albania, they have admitted that 
they would if pressed be willing to accept it whereas if the text of the 14th 
January is left unmodified they would fight it to the death.’ 


A. W. A. LEEPER 


3 See Vol. IV, No. 80, Annex 5. 

4 For an explanation of this ‘line’ see Cmd. 586, No. 1. 

5 Former Italian Foreign Minister and delegate to the Peace Conference. For his pro- 
posal in relation to Fiume see Vol. IV, No. 20. 

© Greek Prime Minister. 

7 Lord Curzon later, in connexion with No. 130 below, minuted as follows: ‘As Mr. 
Leeper knows I have cordially approved his suggested compromise from the start, have over 
and over again pressed it on the P.M., and offered myself to submit it to Signor Nitti. 

‘But the various P.M.s were so wedded to the Paris suggestion—which never had a chance 
of success—that they would not listen. 

‘I then urged that M. Trumbic should make the proposal to Signor Nitti. But this also 
was turned down, on the ground that M. Trumbic could not speak for his Govt. 

‘By all means let the suggestion be made. I expect that it is on the Istrian rock that it will 


split. C. 24/3.’ 
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No. 102 


Sir G. Grahame (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received February 17) 


No. 174 Telegraphic: by bag [179173/7067/39] 
PARIS, February 15, 1920 
Following for Cabinet. 


The Ambassadors’ Conference met yesterday afternoon under the Chair- 
manship of M. Jules Cambon. 

1, The question of Austrian relief was first dealt with, and forms the subject 
of a separate telegram!. .. .? 

4. The Italian Ambassador once more raised the question which he had 
brought to the notice of the Conference on February 2nd, of the concentration 
of Czecho-Slovak troops for the purpose of occupying [in] western Hungary 
districts to be ceded by Hungary to Austria. On February 2nd, the Con- 
ference had decided that the Inter-Allied Military Commission at Budapest 
should send officers to exercise control in these areas. The Italian Ambassa- 
dor proposed that the Allied representatives at Prague should be instructed 
to make enquiries as to the position, and, if necessary, to warn the Czecho- 
Slovak Government against occupying these regions with their troops. This 
proposal was accepted, as was a proposal which I made that the Military 
Commission at Budapest should be instructed to report on the matter and 
take such steps as might be possible to prevent the contingency feared by the 
Italian Government. 

5. The Conference considered a Note from Marshal Foch, President of the 
Inter-Allied Military Committee at Versailles, regarding the organization 
of the Military Commissions of Control in Austria. The Committee accepted 
the view of the British Delegate that it was urgently necessary to proceed 
to the disarmament of the civil population of Austria and to the seizure of 
secret stores of arms etc. 

The Inter-Allied Military Committee was of opinion that this could best 
be done by the immediate institution of a Military Commission of Control, 
and that advance parties of these Commissions should proceed to Austria 
at once. This, however, could not be done before the ratification of the 
Treaty of St. Germain unless the Austrian Government agreed. In order as 
far as was practicable to meet the request recently received from the Austrian 
Government that the financial burden resulting to themselves for the opera- 
tion of the Military Commissions of Control should be reduced to a minimum, 
it was decided that those advance parties should be strictly limited. The 
proposals of Marshal Foch were therefore adopted and a communication sent 
to the Austrian Government through the Armistice Commission in Vienna, 
and their representative here informed. 


t No. 103 below. 

2 The two following sections referred to other matters. 

3 In his telegram No. 32 of Feb. 20 (not printed) Lord Curzon instructed Sir G. Clerk 
to ‘act in conjunction with Mr. Hohler in sense desired by Ambassadors’ Conference’. 
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The proposal of the Italian Ambassador that the rate of exchange for the 
payment of the officers of these Military Commissions of Control of Austria 
should be fixed by taking the rate of exchange of the French franc of the 1st 
and 13th days of the month, as in the case of Germany, was adopted without 
discussion. .. .4 


4 The concluding three sections related to other matters. 


No. 103 
Sir G. Grahame (Parts) to Earl Curzon (Received February 17) 


No. 176 Telegraphic: by bag [179174/5445/3] 


PARIS, February 15, 1920 

My telegram No. 164 of February 11th.! 

The question of Austrian relief was again considered at the Ambassadors’ 
Conference on the 14th February. 

It had been hoped that the representatives of the organising committee of 
the Austrian Reparations Commission would be present in order to confer 
with the Conference as to the reply to be returned to the Austrian appeal 
submitted to it at the last meeting. The organising Committee however, 
who have been dealing with the financial aspect of Austrian relief, did not 
see their way to being present and gave it to be understood that their posi- 
tion as an independent body would best be preserved by their abstention. 
M. Cambon made a statement to the effect that while in no way wishing to 
interfere with the functions of the Reparation Commission the Ambassadors’ 
Conference is required to deal with the political aspect of questions such as 
the Austrian Ministers’ appeal, when brought before it. 

The Conference also considered a note from the United States Am- 
bassador (sent separately)? as well as a recommendation from the Organising 
Committee of the Austrian Reparations Commission to use their influence to 
secure a prompt agreement between the Allied and Associated Powers for the 
purpose of supplying jointly a sum of 100,000,000 dollars for Austrian relief. 

In the note from the United States Government it was stipulated that the 
50,000,000 dollars which they are asking Congress to furnish should be 
conditional on the European Allies helping Austria to tide over the next two 
months. 

It was explained to the United States Ambassador that the European 
Allies had met this stipulation by waiving their mortgage on Austrian foreign 
securities which they held for the previous loan of 48,000,000 dollars made 
to Austria. By thus freeing these securities the Austrian Government could 


? No. 97. 

2 Not printed. A copy of this note of Jan. 27, addressed to M. Millerand, was forwarded 
by Lord Derby to the Foreign Office on Feb. 16. For the instructions to the U.S. Ambassador 
at Paris on which the note was based see F.R.U.S., 1920, vol. i, pp. 249-50. 
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again mortgage them and raise thereby sufficient funds to buy foodstuffs to 
tide them over the next two months. 
Three definite resolutions were finally proposed: 


1. That the Allied Governments be requested to arrange for the Austrian 
Section of the Reparations Commission to be immediately brought into 
being and given its full powers provided for in the Treaty of St. Germain 
without waiting for the entry into force of the latter Treaty. 

2. That the British, French, Italian and United States Governments should 
be urged to take steps to supply Austria with a loan of 100,000,000 dollars. 

3. That the Ambassadors’ Conference should bring to the notice of the 
British, French, Italian and United States Governments the very urgent 
need of assisting the Austrian Government in its present straits. 


The Italian Ambassador was unable to accept the second of these resolu- 
tions as he could not, without asking for instructions, commit his Govern- 
ment. 

Finally, resolutions (1) and (3) were adopted and it was decided that they 
should be communicated immediately to the Austrian Ministers now in Paris 
so that the latter might on their return to Vienna have something definite to 
communicate to their Government. They have also during their stay in Paris 
been in communication as regards the purely financial aspects of the ques- 
tion, with the Organising Committee of the Reparations Commission, who 
have made certain proposals to them. 

Sir John Bradbury approves the proposal to set up the Austrian Section 
of the Reparations Commission for Austria forthwith. Sir John Bradbury 
will no doubt explain to His Majesty’s Government direct the financial 
questions involved. 

It will be necessary to be in a position to inform the Ambassadors’ Con- 
ference of the views of His Majesty’s Government with regard to resolution 
No. 1.3 


3 In Foreign Office telegram No. 280 of Feb. 26 (not printed) Lord Derby was instructed 
to adhere to the proposal in this resolution. 


No. 104 
Earl Curzon to Sir G. Grahame (Paris) 


No. 242 Telegraphic [179155/5445/3] 
Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, February 16, 1920, 6 p.m. 


Following for Sir W. Goode. 

Relief of Austria. 

Even if proposals now before Congress for relief credit of $50,000,000 
mature I do not see how this will enable Austria to carry on for more than a 
few months at most, especially as credit is to be shared with Poland and 
Armenia. 
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It seems essential that comprehensive scheme for the economic reconstruc- 
tion of Austria should be worked out to meet situation which will shortly 
arise. What progress have Reparation Commission made towards making 
Austrian assets available for reconstruction purposes? In view of strong 
feeling on this subject in Parliament and the country I should be glad to 
learn what is precise position and to receive concrete proposa’ with as little 
delay as possible. 


No. 105 


Sir G. Clerk (Prague) to Earl Curzon (Received February 17, 9.20 p.m.) 
No. 21 Telegraphic [179578/2138/3] 


PRAGUE, February 16, 1920, midnight 

My telegram No. 15.! 

1. Reports received from Captain Cartwright? show there is active Bolshevik 
propaganda and organization being carried out at Bratislava. 

Czecho-Slovak Government do not allow local Czech head of police to 
deal with situation probably because they consider Bolshevik activity being 
anti-Hungarian will damage Hungarians. Chief of Police is seriously 
alarmed but feels certain that Government will only act if pressed to do so 
from outside. I could point out to Czecho-Slovak Government risk they are 
running by not suppressing Bolshevik leaders while they can still do so but 
Government will at once realise that source of my information is Captain 
Cartwright and while professing intention to remedy situation will do little 
except to make difficulties in future for Captain Cartwright. It would also 
be fatal for me to quote authority of Chief of Police. 

Latter who seems to be inefficient official would merely lose his job. I 
therefore propose to visit Bratislava as soon as I can and return with first- 
hand information.? 

2. Captain Cartwright also reports greatest discontent prevails in Bratislava 
due to oppressive and intolerant Czech administration of town inhabited 
mostly by Hungarians. Here again it is no use quoting Captain Cartwright. 
I must make my own investigations. 

3. Your despatch No. 42.4 I do not know what is happening in regard to 
Inter-Allied Danube Commission beyond information contained in Despatch 
referred to above but I do know that French are making every effort to oust 
us from Danube. I hope that this plan may be frustrated and that it will be 
possible to prolong Commander Barton’s period of office at Bratislava.’ In 


' Of Feb. 5, not printed. 

2 H.M. Acting Consul at Bratislava. 

3 Lord Curzon approved this proposal in his telegram No. 33 of Feb. 21 to Prague, not 
printed. 

4 Of Feb. 7, not printed. 

5 Lt.-Commander Barton, R.N.R., was representative at Bratislava of the Inter-Allied 
Danube Commission. 
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view of French predominance in Czecho-Slovakian, Polish and Roumanian 
Armies we can, I submit, fairly try to retain predominance on Danube.® 

Apart from political value I feel only so is Danube Navigation likely to be 
honestly and fairly administered. 


6 In his telegram No. 83 of Feb. 18 (not printed), Mr. Lindley supported Sir G. Clerk: 
‘, .. There seems to be no doubt French are trying to get hold of Commission and apart from 
objections raised by Sir G. Clerk which I fully share I venture to draw attention to the dis- 
advantages which our newly acquired Danube shipping interests would suffer under French 
domination.’ 


No. 106 


Mr. Grant Watson (Copenhagen) to Earl Curzon 
(Received February 18, 11.25 a.m.) 


No. 178 Telegraphic [179539/154178/3| 


COPENHAGEN, February 17, 1920, 6 p.m. 


Litvinoff? has been informed Bela Kun and other members of former 
Hungarian Soviet Government are now imprisoned in Austria together with 
their families under very unhealthy conditions. He has heard that Bela Kun 
is in weak health. Litvinoff would be grateful if His Majesty’s Government 
could ascertain the true facts of the case and communicate them to him 
through me. Litvinoff further desires me to say Russian-Soviet Government 
would be prepared to receive in Soviet-Russia Bela Kun, his fellow prisoners 
and their families and understands that the Austrian Government would 
have no objection to their proceeding to Soviet Russia. He would be keenly 
appreciative of any steps His Majesty’s Government might be able to take 
with a view to bringing these suggestions to knowledge of Austrian Govern- 
ment and has therefore requested me to telegraph to you accordingly.’ 


' First Secretary and Acting Chargé d’Affaires, H.M. Legation, Copenhagen. 

2 Member of the Soviet Russian Trade Delegation to Copenhagen. 

3 In his telegram No. 234 of Feb. 27 Mr. Grant Watson expressed regret that the words 
‘Following from Mr. O’Grady’ had been omitted from the above telegram. He added ‘I am 
not and never have been in direct communication with Mr. Litvinoff and I would do 
nothing to abet his scheme which is to make His Majesty’s Government appear, o15-d-vts 
foreign governments, as special protector of famous anarchists such as Radek, Bela Kun, 
Axelrode etc. and thus obtain public condonation of their offences.’ Mr. O’Grady, Labour 
M.P. for E. Leeds, had in Nov. 1919 been appointed chief of the British delegation sent to 
Copenhagen to discuss with representatives of the Soviet Government the release and re- 
patriation of British prisoners of war in Soviet Russian hands (see Vol. III, No. 535). 


No. 107 


The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon 
(Received February 19, 10.20 a.m.) 


No. 186 Telegraphic [179760/168474/3] 


Urgent PARIS, February 18, 1920, 8.4 p.m. 


Following from Sir W. Goode: 

Your telegrams Nos. 238' and 239? regarding telegram No. 70 from Mr. 
Lindley, Vienna. 

Those interested, according to Mr. Lindley, state that ‘through His 
Majesty’s Government (they) can arrange with Reparation Commission so 
that group can manage financing’. If this infers* that their undertaking 1s 
likely to be immune from heavy taxation necessary to meet Austrian(?s) 
insolvent position, I do not see how we can encourage proposal. 

It seems to me that proper procedure is for group to be told to approach 
Austrian Government direct. They can doubtless obtain all statistics and 
information. Any proposal for financing railways which are at present a 
serious deficit on Austrian revenue will naturally be welcomed by Austrian 
Government. On the other hand it is clear that no contract such as is con- 
templated could be completed without its terms being communicated to 
Vienna Reparation Sub-Commission. It also seems probable that representa- 
tives of other Powers on that Commission will be inclined to block an attempt 
to control through solely British capital such an extended railway system or 
at any rate to oppose it until they have an opportunity of inciting their own 
nations to make counter financial proposals. 

So far as I can see there is nothing harmful to British policy in an offer 
from a British group to finance railways, now being operated at a loss, so 
long as British group are under no misapprehension as to character of sup- 
port which can be given to them by British Reparation Commission in 
Vienna or as to guarantees they may obtain from Reparations Commis- 
sion against taxation. 

My personal view is that proposal, as outlined in Mr. Lindley’s telegram 
No. 70, is not practical, but that, naturally, is for those financially interested 
to ascertain. There is, of course, no doubt that if railways of Austria, Hun- 
gary and Yugo-Slavia could be brought under one system with financiers 
strong enough to provide coal for the whole of such system, it would be 
greatly to the benefit of Central and Southern Europe.$ 


' This was a repetition to Paris by the Foreign Office of No. 98 above. 

2 Of Feb. 15, not printed. 

3 No. 98. 

4 Mr. Waterlow underlined this word and wrote in the margin ‘? implies’. 

5 Foreign Office telegram No. 80 of Feb. 23 (not printed) informed Mr. Lindley that a 
letter was being sent to Lord Inverforth stating that the British group should approach the 
Austrian Government direct and expressing, ‘as from the Foreign Office’, Sir William Goode’s 
opinion contained in the penultimate paragraph above. 
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No. 108 
The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received February 19) 


No. 185 Telegraphic: by bag [179623/5445/3] 
PARIS, February 18, 1920 


For Lord Curzon from Sir William Goode. No. Z. 387. 

Your telegram No. 242! received through Lord Derby. Relief of Austria. 

The proposals now before Congress and our own promised appropriation 
have never been regarded as anything but measures to enable Austria to tide 
over until some comprehensive scheme of reconstruction could be devised. 
The Vienna Reparation Sub-Commission estimated that one hundred 
million dollars would be required by Austria over a period of six months and 
they urged that at the expiration of that period a plan of financial recon- 
struction should come into force. In pursuance of these recommendations 
the Reparation Commission in Paris, at the tardy request of the Austrian 
Government, are putting the Treaty into force without waiting for its 
ratification, and are appointing at once a liquidator of the Austro-Hungarian 
Bank, which are essential preliminaries to any reconstruction. In addition 
to appointing permanent Sub-Commissioners at Vienna the Reparation 
Commission are sending Mr. E. M. Harvey, whom you will doubtless 
remember was financial adviser in connection with Northern Russia, whose 
sole duty will be, in consultation with other financial advisers, to submit to 
the Reparation Sub-Commission a proposal for the reconstruction of Austrian 
finance. 

It is manifestly impossible at this stage to foresee what action will be 
necessary with regard to Austrian assets either as regards conserving them as 
security under some plan that may present a hope of Austria’s ultimate 
solvency, or as to liquidating them in order to provide working capital 
which cannot be obtained through any other means. Even if finances were 
today forthcoming for reconstruction as apart from finance for a temporary 
loan, the formulation of any definite scheme would be exceptionally difficult 
and tedious, as owing to the severance of Austria from the former parts of her 
body fiscal, it will take several months to ascertain even an approximate idea 
of her actual liabilities, to say nothing of the work that must be done before 
her currency can be re-arranged. 

There is scarcely any need for me to add that there will be nothing left to 
reconstruct unless the temporary advances now being discussed in Congress 
and elsewhere are quickly forthcoming. 


1 No. 104. 
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No. 109 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Hohler (Budapest) 


No. 51 [178524/168474/3] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, February 19, 1920 
Sir, 

With reference to your telegram No. 51 of January 29th’ and subsequent 
correspondence regarding Lieutenant Colonel Arthur Grenfell’s negotiations 
with the Hungarian River and Steam Navigation Company, on which he 
has secured an option until February 15th, I transmit to you herewith a copy 
of correspondence with His Majesty’s Treasury! regarding this scheme. 

2. At my request Lord Hardinge saw Lord Inverforth, who is one of the 
persons interested in this scheme, on the 11th instant. Lord Inverforth 
informed him that His Majesty’s Government could safely give you the 
assurance that Colonel Grenfell represents the persons and firms he has 
mentioned to you, and I sent you accordingly my telegram No. 58 of 
February 11th.! 

g. As regards the general scheme for the control of the Danube shipping 
and the initiation alongside of it of commercial undertakings for the supply 
of raw material etc., in order to ease the situation in Central Europe, Lord 
Inverforth asked for three assurances :— 


(1) that His Majesty’s Government approve the formation of a syndicate 
for the proposed purpose: 

(2) that His Majesty’s Government will give their support and backing 
to the syndicate; 

(3) that His Majesty’s Government will see that the money invested by 
British subjects in these commercial undertakings is not taken for the pay- 
ment of war indemnities. 

4. Lord Hardinge pointed out to Lord Inverforth the possibility that the 
scheme might come into conflict with the provisions of the Peace Treaty 
with regard to reparation, and that His Majesty’s Government might have 
to face French and Italian opposition. 

5. To this he replied that he has learnt that both the French and Italians 
have bought large industrial concerns in Austria without any mention of the 
purchases having been made to His Majesty’s Government and that con- 
sequently they could not complain of the proposed scheme, in which, more- 
over, the French Government are making vigorous efforts to obtain a footing. 
As for the Reparations Commission, all that Lord Inverforth asked for was 
the support of the British representative on the Commission. As the matter 
was urgent, I authorised Lord Hardinge immediately to give the three 
assurances mentioned above. I am still awaiting the reply of the Lords 
Commissioners of His Majesty’s Treasury as to whether the syndicate can 
count on the support of the British representative in the event of their finding 


! Not printed. 
I4I 


themselves in difficulties with the Reparations Commission. On receipt of a 
further letter from the Treasury, I will again inform you of the position. 
Iam, &c.,? 


2 The signature is missing from the filed copy. 


No. 110 
Mr. Lindley (Vienna) to Earl Curzon (Received February 22, 11.30 a.m.) 


No. 97 Telegraphic [180314/178297/3] 
Confidential VIENNA, February 21, 1920, 10.40 a.m. 


Berlin (? telegram No.) 66 of February 14th.! 

State Chancellor informed me to-day that French Minister had been 
pressing him since November for monopoly on Austrian railways in favour 
of Wagons Lits Company. On his return from Paris he would certainly 
demand a final settlement. State Chancellor asked me therefore whether I 
could not address him a Note saying that British interests were engaged in 
line from Passau through Vienna to Bru(ck) on Hungarian frontier and 
asking Austrian Government to conclude no agreement excluding ‘Mitrop’ 
Company from this line. Furnished with a Note in this sense State Chancellor 
would be in a position to refuse an absolute monopoly to Wagon Lits Com- 
pany whilst giving them running powers over remaining Austrian lines. 
State Chancellor stated that matter was particularly important in that 
Wagon Lits Company’s monopoly in Hungary was conditional on Company 
(enjoy)ing monopoly in all the . . .2 states. If therefore there was no 
monopoly in Austria ‘Mitrop(a)’3 ought to be able to run their trains 
through Hungary to Constantinople. 

No doubt French have secured monopoly in Czecho-Slovakia but they 
may not have done so in Yugo-Slovakia [sic] and Bulgaria. In any case it 
would seem desirable to make an effort to secure through trains under 
British auspices from Hook of Holland to Constantinople. 

Matter is urgent as French Minister may return any day from Paris. 

I venture to suggest therefore that Great Eastern Railway Company be 
consulted without delay.‘ 

Repeated to Berlin and Budapest. 


™ Not printed. This telegram reported a statement by the Directors of the German 
Mitro[pa] Company that the Great Eastern Railway Company of Great Britain were 
negotiating with them to form an international concern in Europe. The holding Company 
would be in England and Mitropa would contribute 20 per cent. of the capital. 

2 The text is here uncertain. 

3 The letter ‘a’ was inserted in the Foreign Office. 

4 In a minute dated Feb. 23 (179617/178297/3) Mr. Waterlow wrote: ‘Itis not the business 
of the Foreign Office to decide whether or not Mitropa or Wagon-lits should be supported 

.., and Mr. Oliphant added: ‘I agree entirely’. 
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No. 111 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Lindley (Vienna) 


No. 74 Telegraphic [179539/154178/3] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, February 21, 1920, 4 p.m. 


Mr. Grant Watson’s telegram No. 178 of 17th February.! 

No action can be taken by His Majesty’s Government in making such a 
suggestion to the Austrian Government as His Majesty’s Government cannot 
act as intermediaries for the Soviet Government. 

Repeated to Copenhagen No. 127, Budapest No. 73 and Paris No. 263. 


1 No. 106. 


No. 112 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Grant Watson (Copenhagen) 


No. 128 Telegraphic [179539/154178/3] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, February 21, 1920, 4 p.m. 


My telegram No. 74 to Vienna (Bela Kun.)! 
You should inform Litvinoff whatever you may think advisable.? 


' No. 111. 
2 In Foreign Office telegram No. 130 of Feb. 21 these words were amended to: ‘You 
should inform Litvinoff in whatever way you think advisable.’ 


No. 113 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Lindley (Vienna) 


No. 77 Telegraphic (179582/1193/3] 
Urgent. Confidential FOREIGN OFFICE, February 21, 1920, 4 p.m. 


Your telegrams Nos. 77 (of February 14th)! 81 (of February 17th)! and 84 
(of February 18th.' Western Hungary). 

Attitude taken up by Austrian Press as quoted by you appears justified. 
Districts in question have been definitely assigned by Peace Conference to 


' Not printed. No. 77 had reported an official Hungarian proposal to the Austrian 
Government to settle the future of western Hungary by plebiscite. No. 84 had reported that 
at a discussion in the Foreign Affairs Committee of the Austrian National Assembly on 
Feb. 18 all parties had agreed that no official reply to this proposal should be given until the 
Hungarian Peace Treaty had been signed: also that the question must be debated in the 
Austrian National Assembly and that no plebiscite would be of any value until the Hun- 
garian administration had been withdrawn. For No. 81 see n. 2 below. 

2 Mr. Lindley’s telegram No. 81 had reported that the whole of the Austrian bourgeois 
press favoured acceptance of the Hungarian offer reported in his telegram No. 77 (see n. 1 
above). 
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Austria by Treaty of St. Germain. It is therefore impossible to reopen the 
question until Hungarian Government have abdicated their sovereignty 
there in favour of Austria and withdrawn their troops. Moreover it would 
be impossible to admit principle of plebiscite at present moment in this area 
without raising general question of plebiscite throughout Hungary. There 
would appear, however, to be no serious objection to the Austrian Govern- 
ment later on of their own accord proceeding to a plebiscite in this area if 
such is desire of the inhabitants. Matter can be brought before Peace Con- 
ference in connection with Hungarian Peace Treaty. You should do nothing 
to encourage idea of separate customs union between Austria and Hungary 
since this would prejudge whole question of economic relations. 
Repeated to Budapest No. 75 and Paris No. 264. 


No. 114 


Mr. Rattigan (Bucharest) to Earl Curzon (Received March 11) 


No. 48 [184567/173046/3] 
BUCHAREST, February 25, 1920 
My Lord, 

I have received in the Confidential Print copy of Mr. Hohler’s despatch 
No. 36 of the goth ultimo! relative to Roumanian action in Hungarian 
territory. It is, as Mr. Hohler observes, an undisputed fact that Roumanian 
requisitions in Hungary exceeded all reasonable bounds. Your Lordship will 
remember that I repeatedly protested both to Mr. Bratiano? and to the King 
against the excesses that were being committed, and warned them of the 
disastrous effect which was being produced upon Allied opinion. I received 
continued assurances from His Majesty and from successive Prime Ministers 
to the effect that they were issuing strict orders to ensure private property 
being respected, and to keep requisitions within proper limits. I am, in fact, 
convinced that the Bucarest authorities very soon became alive to the 
danger of such abuses as were prevalent, and did their best to put an end to 
them. There is no doubt, however, that to a large extent they failed to 
enforce obedience to their orders, and numerous abuses occurred. Of the 
accusations from Hungarian sources brought to my notice, which I per- 
sonally investigated, a very large proportion proved to be entirely devoid 
of foundation. But the remainder were sufficient to constitute a serious in- 
dictment of the Roumanians. While making allowance for their resentment 
at the laying bare of Roumania during the occupation by the Germano- 
Hungarian troops, and their consequent desire to revenge themselves when 
the opportunity came, the most impartial judge could not but convict them 
of countless abuses. The criminal folly of such conduct does not need to be 
pointed out. The Roumanians should naturally have gone out of their way 


™ Not printed. 
2 Roumanian President of the Council throughout the war and until Sept. 1919. 
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to show the Hungarians that they were merely concerned in the suppression 
of their Bolshevik assailants and had no quarrel with the Hungarian people. 
It is possible that had the Roumanians shown the utmost moderation they 
might have paved the way to a friendly understanding with Hungary. In 
this connection, however, I am bound to admit that Count Apponyi,? in dis- 
cussing Roumano-Hungarian relations with me, observed that it was, in 
his opinion, impossible to maintain friendly relations between the two coun- 
tries as long as Roumania retained Transylvania. It was, he said, the duty of 
every Hungarian father to impress on his sons as a last pious duty the neces- 
sity to regain this lost territory. I gather that Count Apponyi’s views in this 
respect are shared by the vast majority of Hungarians. 

However this may be, I take it for granted that the establishment of 
friendly relations between the minor Central European Powers is essential to 
the cause of the Allies, and in general to the cause of order and tranquillity. 
If it is desired to maintain a buffer between German and Pan-Slav expansion 
and to prevent the two from developing into one comprehensive movement 
directed against Great Britain, it is obviously essential to make the Central 
European buffer of small states as homogeneous and as closely welded 
together as possible, so that it may perform the functions to be attributed to 
it. Consequently I have made it a practise [sic] to lose no opportunity of 
impressing on the King and successive Prime Ministers the urgent necessity 
of improving the relations of this country with her neighbours. In the case 
of Serbia much improvement has already been effected. As regards Hungary, 
on the contrary, matters appear to be going from bad to worse. As a result of 
the repeated protests which I have been called upon to make of late, both the 
Civil and Military Authorities have asked that all abuses should be reported 
fully to them and have guaranteed prompt inquiry and the exemplary 
punishment of any guilty parties. In these circumstances I venture to submit 
that it is most important that the Hungarian Government should ask the 
Roumanian Government to sanction the appointment of a Hungarian 
Official here to assist the Roumanian Authorities in settling any difficulties 
which may arise. I think further that it would have a very good effect on 
Roumano-Hungarian relations if the latter could realise that whatever may 
have happened in the past, the present Roumanian Government and even 
more so their probable successors—are apparently anxious to wipe out 
misunderstandings and start afresh. Of course if Count Apponyi’s stand- 
point is really representative of Hungarian feeling, any improvement in 
relations between the two countries can only be temporary. But it is always 
possible that temporary arrangements may develop into more permanent 
ones, and once some kind of friendship is established it may be found later to 
have taken root. Of course it is quite likely that the Hungarians may say 
that ‘it is all very well for the Roumanians to offer to wipe out the past, now 
that they have ruined us’. But if they do take the larger view, I think I may 


3 President of the Hungarian Peace Delegation. 
4 For the views of the Roumanian Prime Minister, as expressed at the Conference of 
London on Feb. 26, see Vol. VII, No. go. 
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assure Your Lordship that I can induce the Roumanian Government to 
meet half way any advances made to them. This of course does not apply 
to any advances to which conditions are attached such as renunciation of 
Transylvanian territory now incorporated in Roumania.$ 
I have, &c., 
FRANK RATTIGAN 


5 Mr. Rattigan’s views and attitude were approved in Foreign Office telegram No. 114 of 
March 16 (not printed) to Bucharest, and a copy of his despatch was forwarded to Budapest 
with the suggestion that the Hungarian Government should be advised to propose the appoint- 
ment of a Hungarian official to go to Bucharest. In his telegram No. 104 of March 18 
(not printed) to Budapest Lord Curzon informed Mr. Hohler that ‘In any effort to effect 
closer political relations between the two countries [Hungary and Roumania] based on 
peace and the encouragement of trade, the Hungarian Government may count on the 
cordial sympathy of His Majesty’s Government.’ 


No. 115 


Mr. Hohler (Budapest) to Earl Curzon (Received March 1, 1.40 p.m.) 
No. 135 Telegraphic [182155/2138/3] 


BUDAPEST, February 28, 1920, 11.30 p.m. 


I desire to point out great importance attaching to question raised in 
Sir George Clerk’s telegram No. 21! in view of your despatch No. 512 just 
received. 


! No. 105. 2 No. 109. 


No. 116 
Mr, Lindley (Vienna) to Earl Curzon (Received March 5) 


No. 122 [183132/5445/3] 


VIENNA, February 28, 1920 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to report that the State Chancellor mentioned to me in 
conversation to-day that the inhabitants of the Austrian Province of Salzburg 
were almost unanimously in favour of union with Bavaria.' Doctor Renner 
added that the population of Vorarlberg were equally unanimously in 
favour of union with Switzerland, but that they had resigned themselves for 


1 In Vienna telegram No. 56 of Dec. 17, 1919, Mr. Lindley had reported that the Salz- 
burg Diet had unanimously approved a motion that the Local Government ‘should be 
instructed to address a request through the State Government to the Supreme Council in 
Paris that the latter will at least render possible the economic union of Salzburg with 
Bavaria’. Mr. Lindley had commented that, following the lead of Vorarlberg and the Tyrol 
(see Vol. VI, No. 371), Salzburg was the third of Austria’s seven provinces to demand 
separation. 
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the time being to their present lot. If, however, Salzberg [sic] were to secede, 
Vorarlberg and other provinces would at once follow suit. 

Doctor Renner went on to say that the Church was at the bottom of the 
Salzburg movement, and that the Vatican hoped to form a solid Catholic 
block in South Germany which would be a counterpoise to the Protestant and 
free-thinking North. The French were also behind the movement; they had 
changed their ground since the Armistice and now considered that the best 
manner of weakening Germany was, not to prevent union with Austria but, 
to encourage the Separatist spirit in Bavaria and build up an Independent 
South German State. In the opinion of Doctor Renner, both the Vatican 
and the French were doomed to disappointment. 

Since my arrival here, I have been guided in my language and actions by 
the declarations made by His Majesty’s Government, in concert with their 
Allies, against any union of Austria, or parts of Austria, with Germany. 
But I am doubtful whether Doctor Renner is not right in ascribing a change 
of attitude to the French, and I apprehend that the Italians have consistently 
favoured the idea of an eventual union of the two countries. 

As Your Lordship is aware, the feeling in Austria in favour of union with 
Germany, which was at one time confined to the Pan-Germans, has now 
extended to a great part of the population, who are ready to welcome any 
solution which offers them a chance of escaping from their present misery. 
The only stalwart opponents of Union left in this country are the adherents 
of the Hapsburg Dynasty, who realise that it would signify the final end of 
their hopes of a restoration. 

It is of course possible, perhaps probable, that Austria will in a compara- 
tively short time join Germany; but we should be under no illusions as to 
[the] great accession of material strength and influence which such a develop- 
ment would bring to Germany, as soon as normal conditions have returned. 
Once joined with Germany it will not be long before Vienna regains that 
preponderant position in South Eastern Europe which she enjoyed in the 
past thanks to her geographical position on the Danube, her highly civilised 
population and her scientific and cultural institutions. She remains the real 
outpost of civilisation towards the Near East and all the advantages of her 
position will accrue to Germany as a whole once union has been effected. 
Nor does it appear doubtful that the union of the German-Austrians with 
the main body of the German race will be followed by an irredentist move- 
ment amongst the Germans under alien rule, which neither the Italians nor 
the Czecho-Slovaks will be strong enough to curb. 

It would appear that the French, and perhaps others, think that it is worth 
while running the risk of this accession to German strength in the hope of 
definitely dividing the German Empire into two halves. I venture to submit 
that, before we embark on this new policy, the chances of success and the 
sacrifices necessary to ensure it should be carefully weighed. It may be that 
a refusal to treat with the Government at Berlin as representing all Germany 
or the offer of important advantages to South Germany, if made during 
the time of confusion immediately following on the Armistice, might have 
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succeeded in detaching Bavaria, Wurtemburg [sic] and Baden, if not Saxony, 
from Prussia. It is even conceivable that such an offer might succeed now, 
if made sufficiently attractive ; though it may be doubted whether the division 
thus created would prove of long duration. 

But there are no signs that those who believe in the possibility of dividing 
Germany are ready to forego any reparation from Germany as a whole; 
and, unless they do so, it is not possible to offer those solid advantages which 
alone would render a split attractive to the South. 

To believe that the Southern States can be weaned from Prussia by insisting 
on diplomatic representation in their Capitals or by fostering Separatist 
tendencies through propaganda appears to be a dangerous illusion. All 
experience teaches that the exertion of foreign pressure of this kind is the 
surest method of welding a country firmly together. 

It would seem, therefore, that, unless we are prepared to make attractive 
offers, the wisest course is to leave South German separatism to develop of 
itself and carefully abstain from any appearance of fostering it. 

I have, &c., 
F. O. LinDLEY 


No. 117 


Mr, Lindley (Vienna) to Earl Curzon (Received March 1, 9 p.m.) 
No. 114 Telegraphic [182205/154178/3] 


VIENNA, March 1, 1920, 1.30 p.m. 

My telegram No. 36 January 26th.! 

I learn that Austrian Government has decided to intern Hungarian com- 
munists in an annexe to a great lunatic asylum Steinhof about three miles 
from Vienna. 

From local point of view it would be an excellent thing to get rid of these 
people. Russian Soviet Government seems from Copenhagen telegram 
No. 178 February 17th? to be ready to receive them and though Hungarian 
Government would probably protest they would seem to be more harmless 
in Russia than anywhere else. 

If you approve I could suggest to Austrian Government that they should 
propose to Moscow to send them there or if this is going too far I could tell 
Austrian Government that His Majesty’s Government had no objection to 
their being sent to Russia. Question of transport through Germany or 
Poland would no doubt present difficulties. 

Repeated to Budapest. 


? Not printed. 2 No. 106. 


No. 118 


Mr. Lindley (Vienna) to Earl Curzon (Received March 2, 5.30 p.m.) 
No. 116 Telegraphic [182456/178297/3] 


VIENNA, March 2, 1920, 1.35 p.m. 


His Britannic Majesty’ S High ( Commissioner presents his compliments to 
State Secretary for Foreign Affairs' and has the honour to inform him that 
he has reason to believe that a British railway company is now engaged in 
negotiations for establishment of passenger railway traffic through certain 
parts of continent of Europe under British auspices. 

High Commissioner ventures, therefore, to express hope that Austrian 
Government will not conclude any arrangement which would make such 
traffic impossible through Austrian territory until question has been further 
considered. 

1 Cf. No. 119, below, n. 2. 


No. 119 
Mr. Lindley (Vienna) to Earl Curzon (Received March 2, 10 p.m.) 


No. 115 Telegraphic [182495/178297/3] 
VIENNA, March 2, 1920, 5.23 p.m. 
My telegram No. 109 of February 27th.! 
Having received no reply, I to-day made to Austrian Government com- 
munication set out in my telegram immediately succeeding.? 
' Not printed. In this telegram Mr. Lindley had asked whether there was any objection 
to his making a communication on the lines of No. 118 above. 


2 No. 118 above: this telegram and No. 119 were despatched in reverse order. Mr. 
Lindley’s action was approved in Foreign Office telegram No. 101 of March 6. 


No. 120 
Sir A. Young (Belgrade) to Earl Curzon (Recewwed March 11) 


No. 79 [184541/1193/3] 
BELGRADE, March 2, 1920 
My Lord, 

I have had the honour to receive your despatch No. 68 of February 9 
concerning an alleged military agreement between Czecho-Slovakia and 
Austria.! 

There has for some time been talk of a military convention between 
Czecho-Slovakia and Jugo-Slavia, but the impression is that nothing 
definite has been concluded. All that the General Staff will admit is that 

' Not printed. 
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about six months ago the Government of this country was approached by the 
Czechs with proposals for a defensive agreement against Hungary. The 
Serbian Military Authorities replied that they had no reason to be afraid of 
Hungary as they felt quite confident to deal with such forces as she could 
now command. The case would be different if war took place between Italy 
and Jugo-Slavia, and the latter would be willing to negotiate an alliance 
which took that eventuality in view. According to the General Staff the 
Czecho-Slovaks would not continue negotiations on that basis. On the other 
hand my French colleague believes that a defensive alliance of some sort does 
exist between Czecho-Slovakia and Jugo-Slavia and Roumania, but whether 
it signifies more than the common diplomatic action which those countries 
are reported to be now taking in common in matters connected with the 
settlement of the new Magyar State is not clear. 

I had a conversation with the Polish Minister a few days ago on this 
subject. Mr. Erasmus Piltz has been ill for some time and has not been much 
about. He said that no overtures had been made to him as regards Polish 
participation in any alliance against Hungary, and he had no reason to 
believe that anything had been arranged at Warsaw. The Poles had much 
in common with the Hungarians, and in history were associated in each 
other’s attempts to obtain emancipation. Unfortunately the Poles were not 
on good terms with the Czecho-Slovaks, and therefore he had not liked to 
enquire at the Legation here. I may mention that Mr. Piltz, who has made 
his life-work a rapprochement between the Poles and the Slavs and has 
written much on the subject, has been selected to fill the Polish Legation at 
Prague with the mission of smoothing down the anti-Polish feelings in that 
capital, arising from the Teschen question. 

There is a conviction that an economic agreement is being negotiated 
between Czecho-Slovakia and this country. There was a convention con- 
cluded early in December regarding the exchange of 1,100 waggons of sugar 
for wheat at the rate of 3} kilos of wheat for each kilo of sugar, and a further 
lot of 400 waggons of sugar to be exchanged against a certain amount of 
meat. That an agreement on a broader scale is under negotiation seems to 
be generally assumed, and that an understanding including Austria is not 
unlikely in the future. It had been arranged that Dr. Renner should meet 
the Jugo-Slav Prime Minister at Laibach at the end of this month, but the 
fall of Mr. Davidovitch3 has for the moment caused arrangements for this 
meeting to be suspended. 

The translation from the ‘Pester Lloyd’! enclosed in your Lordship’s 
despatch under reference closes with the assertion that the block directed 
against Hungary is able to reckon with the sympathy of the French who wish 
by this policy to construct a counterpoise to the English in Hungary. I have 
reason to believe that this is not improbable, and my French colleague 
watches with glee the odium which my constant intervention on behalf of 
Hungary with the S.H.S. Government is undoubtedly bringing on us. I 


2 For the Teschen question see Vol. X, Chap. VII. 
3M. Davidovitch had tendered the resignation of his Cabinet on Feb. 14. 
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certainly think that the policy His Majesty’s Government are credited with 
pursuing of regarding Budapest as a future centre of British commercial 
activity for the surrounding area is one which is tending to consolidate the 
heirs of the dismembered portions of the monarchy against us as well as 
against the new Hungary. It will evidently be the policy of those heirs to keep 
Hungary as weak as possible, especially in view of the restless ambitions 
which she openly indulges in in regard to the recovery of her former status. 
I know from M. de Fontenay* that Mr. Davidovitch has expressed to him his 
annoyance at the persistence with which I press the question of the despatch 
of provisions to that country, and take up other questions such as the abuses 
alleged to have been committed at Pécs and Baja. I observe also from Mr. 
Rattigan’s telegram No. 82 of the 12th February’ that he experiences the 
same sensations as myself in regard to his similar intervention. 

His Majesty’s Government have seen fit to appoint a Commercial Com- 
missioner to Hungary with its population of six and a half millions, while no 
one has been appointed to this country with its fourteen millions. The deduc- 
tion is that His Majesty’s Government have expectations that Hungary will 
offer a more profitable field for British enterprise than Jugo-Slavia. At the 
same time it is recognised by all that the extensive loppings-off of Hungary 
under the Treaty of Peace will leave her a quite inadequate amount of 
territory from which to draw support for an industrial people. Hungary will 
be economically at the mercy of her neighbours. Consequently, it can only 
be with the co-operation of these neighbours that Great Britain can hope to 
attain her ends. But the former bear in mind the Chauvinistic utterances of 
Hungarian politicians and the fact that these do, indeed, represent the spirit 
of the people. They can only view with alarm any prospects of Hungary 
being enabled under the protection of a great Power to recover her strength, 
and they will surely resist with tenacity any endeavour to persuade or com- 
pel them by treaty or otherwise to afford that co-operation which will be so 
essential to the success of any plans Great Britain may have of the kind in 
question. 

Each indication that His Majesty’s Government consider themselves the 
special guardian of Hungary, and that they press for the victualling of that 
country not only from humanitarian motives, but because they desire to 
make her a dominating centre of industry and commerce, will surely add 
force to the determination of the surrounding States to keep their feet planted 
on Hungary’s neck. 

In the case of Jugo-Slavia, or more properly of Serbia, there is also the 
feeling of resentment that Great Britain should have chosen the capital of 
Serbia’s former tyrant and present enemy on which to concentrate her 
energies instead of the city of Belgrade or the more promising industrial 


¢ French Minister at Belgrade. 

5 Not printed. In this telegram Mr. Rattigan reported that he was ‘making constant 
representations to Roumanian Government ... concerning Hungary ... I am acting practi- 
cally alone as other Allies apparently wish to avoid odium connected with such representa- 
tions.’ 


151 


centre of Croatia. Serbia feels her natural inferiority in business aptitude, 
but she is thoroughly conscious of her military genius. She considers, and not 
without reason, that she will be the leading military Power among the smaller 
European States. Hungary might, indeed, be a rival, and therefore so much 
the more reason for opposing all endeavours to rescue Hungary from the 
economic welter in which she would appear to be foundering. Serbia thinks 
she has little to fear from the contagion of Bolshevism—and if Hungary were 
to be reduced by want to a state of anarchy—why, there is the precedent of 
Roumania having been called in to restore order,® and might not Serbia fill 
a similar réle? I do not know if the reasoning of the S.H.S. Government is 
really as Machiavellian as that, but I do consider that the very fact of the 
interest which Great Britain is showing, rather prematurely I venture to 
think, in the rehabilitation of Hungary is a factor strengthening the tendency 
of the surrounding States to combine in opposition to an aim which appears 
to them to be fraught with much potential danger. After all my efforts to 
conjure the Serbian fears your Lordship may imagine my feelings when on 
opening the “Times’ of the 23rd February I saw the large headlines ‘Magyar 
Plot—Army to Retake Lost Lands,’? and read about the Allied Power who 
would construct a great Danubian port at Budapest and make it the centre of 
Danubian navigation, while she was unwittingly helping the creation of a 
Hungarian army destined to recover the lost territories. 

On the other hand there may be a brighter side to the picture, but it is not 
yet clear what line the new Government here will take towards the Hungarian 
question. Mr. de Wodianer, the Hungarian representative, called on me 
shortly after the Ministry was formed and expressed his fears that things were 
likely to go badly again. He had been reminded that the Hungarians were 
still ‘enemies’, and he feared the food supplies might be again curtailed. 
He did not want me to take any action until he came to me again. 

I did, however, when I had my first interview yesterday with M. Spalaiko- 
vitch, the new Minister for Foreign Affairs, finally turn to the inevitable 
Hungarian food question. I had reminded him of my request for permission 
for the purchase of food on behalf of the British colony at Buda-Pest, and as 
Mr. Spalaikovitch mentioned that the Hungarian representative had just 
been in before me and had urged the question of the Hungarian food supply, 
I took the opportunity of begging him to impress on the new Government the 
paramount importance Great Britain, in common with her Allies, took in 
the maintenance of order in Central Europe, which could only be assured 
by preserving the populations from famine. Mr. Spalaikovitch listened 
sympathetically, and said that a Hungarian general named Behitchka 
[Belitchka] had just arrived. He had been despatched by Admiral Horthy 
as his personal representative with the mission of conciliating the animosity of 
the Serbians and finding methods for averting the several points of friction. 
Mr. Spalaikovitch did not see why Jugo-Slavia should not modify her atti- 
tude. She had, after all, less reason than Czecho-Slovakia or Roumania to 
tremble for the tranquillity of the lands reverting to them respectively from 

6 See Vol. VI, Nos. 5, 39, and 100. 7 The Times, p. 14, col. 1. 
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the ancient Hungary. It was the case that a Serbian courier to Buda-Pest had 
just been held up by the Hungarian authorities and detained unjustifiably, 
but he did not consider these pinpricks should be treated so very seriously. 
Hungary’s industrial products were necessary to Serbia, and they could not 
be forthcoming if the workmen were not fed. All this sounded delightful, but 
in another despatch? I have pointed out that Mr. Spalaikovitch is not a repre- 
sentative politician, and that no views expressed by him are of practical value 
until he speaks ex cathedra as the reporter of the decisions of the President 
and the rest of his Council of Ministers. However, I dwelt on the satisfaction 
with which my Government would see harmonious relations established 
which would tend to relieve them of the anxiety which the existing dearth in 
Hungary and other countries was causing them, and I expressed my most 
sincere hope that General Behitchka’s mission would receive a sympathetic 
hearing. 

I must not omit to report that at the moment when we got so close to the 
subject I asked his Excellency whether he could tell me anything about an 
agreement between Czecho-Slovakia and this country to which frequent 
reference was made. 

He replied that some time ago the States surrounding Hungary had come 
to a sort of understanding as regards a combination against a restoration of 
the Hapsburgs. The Poles had seemed disinclined to pursue the subject. 
With Czecho-Slovakia nothing yet had been actually concluded. 

I may here mention that Mr. Spalaikovitch professed his affection for the 
English, which had been cemented by his association with Mr. Lindley and 
English officers during his long stay at Archangel. His manner towards me 
was certainly demonstratively warm. 

This morning Mr. de Wodianer called upon me. He had again seen Mr. 
Spalaikovitch and had derived encouragement, but shared my opinion as to 
the necessity of not jumping to any conclusions until his attitude was con- 
firmed by that of Mr. Protitch,? whom we neither of us would be able to see 
until after he had met Parliament to-morrow or the next day. Mr. de 
Wodianer thanked me for the representations which Mr. Spalaikovitch told 
him I had made on the previous day in favour of the arrested Hungarian 
officers at Pécs. He then proceeded to explain to me the objects of General 
Belitchka’s visit. Besides his general mission of reconciliation he was to 
endeavour to arrange for the substitution of the Hungarian civil administra- 
tion for the Serbian civil administration in those occupied districts which were 
to come back to Hungary. The Serbian troops could remain in military 
occupation until the ratification of peace. He was, secondly, to arrange for 
the confirmation and execution of the supplementary foodstuffs contracts. 
Thirdly, he was to endeavour to obtain the passage through Jugo-Slavia to 
Hungary of certain British textiles, but it gave mea shock to hear that amongst 
these were uniforms for the Hungarian army. As facilities for communication 
with his Government in cypher telegrams are not yet accorded M. de 


8 No. 78 of March 2, received March 11, not printed. 
9 M. Protitch had formed his Cabinet on Feb. 20. 
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Wodianer begged me to send from this Legation his cypher telegrams record- 
ing the progress of General Belitchka’s mission. I declined to do this, as the 
Serbian Government might discover the subterfuge. Eventually I agreed 
that if M. de Wodianer were to provide me with memoranda of what he 
wished to be said I would telegraph their substance in our own cypher as 
information interesting to my Government and my colleague at Buda Pest. 
The latter could communicate the purport to Admiral Horthy. 

I have told Mr. de Wodianer that I should be most glad to assist in bring- 
ing about good relations between Hungary and Serbia, and in furthering the 
interests of his country in the measure in which I could do so without im- 
perilling the confidence of the Government to which I was accredited. I have 
described to him very frankly the situation as I view it much in the language 
I have used in this despatch. 

I have the honour to enclose the translation of an article which recently 
appeared in the ‘Politika’ entitled ‘The English and the Hungarian: Friend- 
ship between Admiral Troubridge and Archduke Joseph’.?° 

I have, &c., 
ALBAN YOUNG 


10 Not printed. Admiral Sir E. T. C. Troubridge had been appointed, in Nov. 1918, 
President of a military mission charged with superintending the policing of the Danube from 
Ulm to Galatz. This mission had been officially terminated by General Franchet d’Esperey 
in Jan. 1920 but it continued to function pending the establishment of the International 
Provisional Commission of the Danube provided for by the Treaties of Peace with Austria 
and Germany. 


No. 121 


Earl Curzon to Mr. Lindley (Vienna) 
No. 151 [181120/168474/3] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, March 5, 1920 
Sir :— 

With reference to telegram No. 70 of the 12th. ultimo! from His Majesty’s 
High Commissioner at Vienna relative to a proposal made by Colonel 
Grenfell with regard to an arrangement between the Austrian, Hungarian 
and Serbian Governments for the running of all their railway lines in one 
system and in partnership with those Governments, I have to inform you that 
the Lords Commissioners of His Majesty’s Treasury observe that in so far as 
the railways concerned are in Austria and Hungary and are Government 
property they are presumably assets of the Austrian and Hungarian Govern- 
ments respectively and will as such be charged to the Reparation Commission 
under the Treaties with Austria and Hungary. 

2. In these circumstances the concurrence of the Commission will be 
necessary before any promise of support to the proposal could be given by 
His Majesty’s Government. 

™ No. 98. 
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3. A similar despatch has been addressed to His Majesty’s Ambassador at 
Paris and His Majesty’s High Commissioner at Budapest.? 
Iam, &c.,3 
2 No. 775 to Paris and No. 78 to Budapest. 
3 The signature is missing from the filed copy. 


No. 122 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Lindley (Vienna) 
No. 103 Telegraphic [183836/178297/3] 
Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, March 9, 1920, 5 p.m. 


Your telegrams Nos. 125 and 128.! 

Please urge Austrian Government very strongly not to conclude agree- 
ment with Wagon-Lits Company until time has been given for further 
consideration. 

General Manager of Great Eastern Railway, at our suggestion, is en- 
deavouring to reach agreement with British interests concerned in Wagon- 
Lits Company. Amicable arrangement between two parties is most desirable, 
and we earnestly trust Austrian Government will take no premature step 
which would prejudice such a solution. 

Repeated to Budapest No. 92. 

! Of March 5 and 8 respectively, not printed. 


No. 123 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Lindley (Vienna) 
No. 108 Telegraphic [183523/154178/3| 
FOREIGN OFFICE, March 11, 1920, 10 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 114 (of March 1st:! Hungarian Communists in Austria). 
You should not raise in any form question of deportation of these persons 
to Russia. 
Repeated to Budapest No. gg. 
1 No. 117. 


No. 124 
Mr. Lindley (Vienna) to Earl Curzon (Received March 15, 11.50 a.m.) 
No. 142 Telegraphic [185487/5445/3] 


VIENNA, March 14, 1920, 2.15 p.m. 


Berlin coup d’état! is denounced by all principal newspapers as a mad mili- 
tary adventure. ‘Arbeiter Zeitung’ naturally takes the lead and has issued 
1 The reference is to the Kapp ‘Putsch’: see Vol. IX, Chap. II. 
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appeal to all Social Democrats to be on their guard against similar move in 
Vienna. 

Anniversary of March Revolution 1848 was to have been celebrated today, 
by a number of indoor meetings of Social Democratic Party. These were put 
off and replaced by an ambitious programme of public processions of work- 
men from all parts of the town to the Votiv Kirche before which processions 
would meet. No speeches were to be held and the Volkswehr was to parade 
armed. Processions were timed to start at 9 a.m. and possibly on account of 
early hour appear to have been poorly attended. In any case there was no 
excitement of any kind and day has passed as quietly as usual. 

The newspapers are beginning to discuss possibility of a split between 
North and South Germany. Should this occur, even temporarily, the ten- 
dency of the Austrian provinces to join Bavaria and Wurtemberg [sic] will 
probably grow and I should be grateful for an expression of the views of His 
Majesty’s Government on the question. See my despatch No. 122 of 
February 28th.? 

From the local point of view most serious and immediate consequences of 
disorder in Germany would be the interruption of railway communications 
with Holland since 70,000 tons of foodstuffs for Austria are lying in Dutch 
ports. The journey of Mr. Elderes [sic] reported in my telegram 139 of 
March 12th3 has been postponed. 


2 No. 116. Lord Hardinge minuted: ‘There is no immediate hurry. Instns. can be sent 
by despatch. I hardly think they are necessary at present. 4H.’ 

3 Not printed. This had reported that Mr. Enderes of the Austrian Railway Department 
was leaving on March 14 for Munich and Berlin in the hope of being able to arrange for the 
foodstuffs to be forwarded through Germany. 


No. 125 
Mr. Lindley (Vienna) to Earl Curzon (Received March 16, 5.45 p.m.) 


No. 145 Telegraphic [185756/5445/3] 


VIENNA, March 15, 1920, 8.15 p.m. 

My telegram No. 138 of March rath.! 

State Chancellor called a meeting this afternoon of representatives of five 
Great Powers to lay before them critical position of Austria as regards food 
and coal. He handed to us a memorandum setting forth food position, with 
which you and Sir W. Goode are acquainted, and terminating with request 
that :— 


1. A supply of grain and fats sufficient to cover requirements of several 
weeks be shipped to Trieste at once and 
2. To expedite grant of credits for supply of foodstuffs and raw materials. 


Chancellor added that Italy. has consented to advance 7,000 tons of flour 
from Trieste but he hoped they would do more. 


1 Not printed. 
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There is no doubt German situation has placed Austria in a most critical 
position and I trust it will be possible to consider at once what can be done to 
transport stocks now at Rotterdam either through occupied territory (see my 
telegram 139 March 12th)? or, if they have not yet been discharged, by sea 
to Trieste, which is only sure port of entry into this country. Deliveries from 
Yugo-Slavia continue to be of no account. This transport question will stand 
no delay especially as regards seed potatoes which have been got together 
with great difficulty. 

As regards coal, Chancellor stated that if general strike in Germany con- 
tinued a fortnight there would be none in Austria, even for food trains. (See 
my telegram 143, March 15th.)3 Czecho-Slovaks had stopped all deliveries 
because they received (? none) from Germany. Only source of supply was 
Teschen district, and he asked us to request that Plebiscite Commission 
should facilitate consignments in every way possible. Commission had 
apparently forbidden all export for two days. I trust Commission may be 
approached on this subject without delay. 

Finally Chancellor reminded us that Austria had for fourteen months re- 
mained true to the cause of order and civilization even when Munich on the 
one hand and Budapest on the other was in the hands of the Bolsheviks. 
He believed she would continue to be a moderating influence if her popula- 
tion were assured a sufficient food supply but no Government could keep 
order amongst a starving population. Demonstrations in province[s] were 
becoming commoner and would lead to Anarchy unless food position im- 
proved. 

Berlin events had not yet had any disquieting effect here though a move- 
ment to the Left was already to be observed amongst working classes. 


2 See No. 124, n. 3. 

3 Not preserved in Foreign Office archives. 

* Lord Curzon telegraphed accordingly to Mr. Wilton, British Commissioner on the 
International Plebiscite Commission at Teschen, on March 17 (No. 1 to Teschen, not 
printed). 


No. 126 
The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received March 16) 


No. 297 Telegraphic: by bag [185525/7067/39] 
PARIS, March 15, 1920 
Following for Cabinet: 
A meeting of the Council of Ambassadors was held this morning, M. Jules 
Cambon being in the chair. 
. . .1 (2) The Council considered and approved a proposal put forward by 
me, in accordance with instructions contained in your telegram No. 299 
of the 5th instant,? that the Austrian Government should be warned that they 


1 The omitted section referred to other matters. 2 Not printed. 
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could not be permitted to hold elections over any part of the plebiscite area 
of Klagenfurt. 

(3) The Council considered a request of the Austrian Government (see my 
despatch No. 765 of March 12th)? that the plebiscite in the Klagenfurt area 
should be carried out as soon as possible. I said that, though technically 
illegal, I was entirely in favour of this proposal, and the other representatives 
agreed. The United States Ambassador said that he must reserve the question 
of the participation of his Government. It was decided that arrangements 
should be made for carrying out the plebiscite as soon as possible. This matter 
is dealt with in a separate despatch. 

This seemed to me a favourable opportunity for mentioning the question 
raised in your despatch No. 823 of gth instant? regarding the presidency of 
the Klagenfurt Commission, and I suggested that the British representative 
should be the President. The Italian Ambassador said he must reserve the 
matter for instructions from his Government, and the question was accord- 
ingly adjourned. I pointed out the desirability of hastening the decision as 
much as possible. I was privately informed afterwards that the French 
Delegation would support the proposal for a British President. . . .' 


3 This should probably read ‘separate telegram’. No despatch from Paris on this subject 
has been traced in Foreign Office archives, but telegram No. 298 of 15 March, 1920, from Lord 
Derby to Lord Curzon requested that Col. Peck, President designate of the Klagenfurt 
Plebiscite Commission, be warned that the Commission would probably be constituted 
almost immediately, and stated: ‘We are considering legal aspect of question and complica- 
tions which may arise from anticipation in this matter of the coming into force of the Treaty.’ 


No. 127 


Lord Hardinge to Mr. Hohler (Budapest) 
Unnumbered Telegraphic [184469/184469/3] 


Private FOREIGN OFFICE, March 16, 1920, 9 p.m. 


Your telegrams Nos. 156 and 167.! 

There appears to be a growing tendency on the part of the Hungarian 
authorities to make use of you as the channel of representations to the govern- 
ments of neighbouring countries. This procedure is open to serious objection. 
Many of the cases are such as ought to be treated with the government 
directly concerned with whom the Hungarians can easily communicate 
through their own agents. 

We quite understand your natural inclination to help the Hungarians in 
vindicating their rights, but this is not primarily the function of the British 

* Of March (? 7) and 10 respectively, not printed. No. 156 was a repetition to the Foreign 
Office of Budapest telegram No. 15 to Bucharest asking Mr. Rattigan to send further details 
of an illegal arms transaction between Austria and Hungary; No. 167 had conveyed a re- 


quest from the Hungarian Government for assistance in obtaining news of an Hungarian 
officer who had been arrested by Roumanians. 
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apart from the other allied Representatives, and in cases where allied inter- 
ference may appear called for, it is undesirable that H.M.G. should be made 
to appear as the particular champion of enemy claims. Our experience is 
that our allies are at times only too ready to let us appear in that réle whilst 
claiming credit for their own abstention of interference with the incriminated 
governments. | 

You will therefore do well to be very circumspect on taking up Hungarian 
grievances of this kind singlehanded or setting H.M. Representatives at 
other capitals in motion. 


No. 128 


Mr, Lindley (Vienna) to Earl Curzon (Received March 19, 10.30 a.m.) 
No. 150 Telegraphic [186632/5445/3] 


VIENNA, March 18, 1920, 2 p.m. 

My telegram No. 142.! 

Provincial Government and Diet of Tyrol have passed a resolution calling 
on Vienna Government to demand from allies withdrawal of their prohibi- 
tion against union with Germany and to threaten that all elected representa- 
tives of people in Austria will retire unless demand is conceded. Resolution 
is to be communicated to all other provincial Governments who will be 
invited to adhere to it. 

A Delegation of all parties represented in Tyrol Diet is to come to Vienna 
to interview Government and Allied diplomatic representatives. 


1 No. 124. 


No. 129 
Earl Curzon to Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) 
No. 254 [184800/123/3] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, March 18, 1920 
Sir, 

With reference to the last paragraph of your despatch No. 142 of the 6th 
instant,' I transmit to Your Excellency herewith certain observations on the 
question of the supply of coal to Italy which you raise therein. 

2. The position as regards the export trade in coal from this country is as 
follows :— 

After satisfying home requirements there are approximately 2,600,000 
tons a month available for export and for which foreign buyers are 
anxiously competing. France takes over 1,500,000 tons monthly as an 


1 Not printed. The last paragraph of this despatch referred to a recent statement by 
Signor Nitti to the Manchester Guardian that Italy’s annual requirements in coal could be 
met by 134 weeks’ output of the English mines. 
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assurance was given her last December by His Majesty’s Government to 
maintain this quota. The remainder is at the disposal of the rest of the 
world. 

11, The amounts taken by France and Italy respectively during last 
December, January and February are as follows :— 


December 
France. 1,276,053 tons. 
Italy. 389,938; 


January 
France. 1,622,663 ,, } Exclusive of coke and manufactured fuel. 


Italy. 363,938 
February 


France. 1,232,085 _,, 
Italy. 310,445 399 


111. The fact that Italy has not fared so well as France is no doubt due 
to the greater foresight and enterprise shown by the French importers and 
shippers in the French coal trade, who have taken the precaution to make 
their contracts well ahead. Italy has received very substantial assistance 
in that shipments to Italy have received priority over shipments to other 
destinations except British oversea bunker depots. 

wv. It will thus be seen that out of our available exportable surplus of 
2,600,000 tons, France and Italy took 1,542,530 tons in February. Bunker- 
ing requirements took 350,000 tons, thus leaving 807,470 [sic] tons for the 
rest of the foreign coal importing countries. The coal position in Greece, 
Portugal and Switzerland is very serious, and Egypt has almost no coal in 
hand. 

v. If Italy through the ability of her shippers and importers were able 
to fulfil her minimum requirements, i.e. 500,000, only 500,000 tons would 
be left for the remainder of the world. 

vi. The fact clearly is that there is not enough coal available in this 
country to satisfy the requirements of the whole of the world and His 
Majesty’s Government are therefore faced by the problem of either per- 
mitting a scramble for coal in the open market until some solution of the 
difficulty is found, or of reverting to a system of allocation dividing the 
available coal in a manner proportionate to the needs of the several coal 
importing countries. 


3. At the present moment it is found exceedingly difficult to deal with the 
priority given to Italy in this matter and it is not possible therefore to hold 
out any hope of the concession which has been granted being increased. 

Iam, &c., 
(for the Secretary of State), 
Eric PHIPps 
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No. 130 


Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) to Earl Curzon (Received March 20, 1 p.m.) 
No. 92 Telegraphic [186864/123/3] 


ROME, March 19, 1920, 10 p.m. 


President of the Council whom I saw this morning confirmed press report 
that d’Annunzio was contemplating declaring Fiume an independent re- 
public. It was he said the idea of a madman determined to keep himself 
always in the limelight. If carried into execution it would . . .' him to wash 
his hands of d’Annunzio and to stop despatch of all supplies even for civilian 
population of Fiume. 

I remarked that attention of Italian public had of late been so engrossed by 
question of reconstruction of Ministry? that Fiume seemed for the moment to 
have been almost forgotten and I enquired what line His Excellency pro- 
posed to take. Signor Nitti replied that had it not been for President Wilson’s 
intervention conversations initiated in London between him and Yugo-Slav 
representatives might have been attended with success.3 He was prepared 
to continue them whenever there was a favourable opportunity as it was of 
vital importance that two countries should be friends. I agreed and asked 
whether he would be prepared to modify terms which he had submitted in 
London and to negotiate on another basis as Yugo-Slavs would I feared never 
agree to Corridor that was to link Italian territory to Fiume. His Excellency 
said that if he had to make this renunciation he would claim that Fiume 
should be placed under sovereignty of Italy.4 I then asked whether in the 
event of his failing to obtain this he would not consider President Wilson’s 
proposal to recognise Fiume as a corpus separatum under League of Nations. 
Signor Nitti replied that if it only depended on himself he might do so but 
that he could not go against expressed wish of the country. When Chamber 
met next week there would be a general debate in which Fiume question 
would come up for discussion. He did not (? propose) in his opening state- 
ment to put forward any definite proposal for its (? being) (set up?) (? but) 
rather to feel pulse of house and to see how far he could go in the way of 
concessions with a view to effecting a settlement of questions.s 

On my asking whether postponement of this settlement would necessitate 
maintenance of army at its present strength, His Excellency said that he 

™ The text is here uncertain. In the Foreign Office it was suggested that ‘enable’ had 
been omitted. 

2 Signor Nitti had reconstructed his Cabinet on March 14. 

3 For discussions on the Adriatic question at the First Conference of London see Vol. VII, 
No. 4, minute 6; No. 7, minute 1; No. 9, minute 2 and Appendix 3; No. 12, minute 3. 

4 Mr. Leeper marked this sentence and wrote of it in a minute dated March 22: “This ad- 
mission seems to me of capital importance. There is little doubt that on these lines an 
agreement with Yugoslavia is possible. In this connection I venture to attach a short 
memo. [No. 101] which I prepared on the 13th Feb” on the basis of a conversation with 
M. Trumbié who then pledged himself to work for such an arrangement.’ 


5 For discussions on the Adriatic question at the Conference of San Remo on April 25 
and 26 see Vol. VIII, No. 17, minute 1, and No. 18, minute 3. 
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proposed reducing it at once by 200,000 men and effecting further reductions 
later on. 

His Excellency spoke with his usual (? confidence) of his own prospects in 
coming session in Parliament. 


No. 131 


Mr. Lindley (Vienna) to Earl Curzon (Received March 21, 9.15 p.m.) 
No. 159 Telegraphic [186868/165140/3] 
VIENNA, March 21, 1920, 2.15 p.m. 


My despatches No. 38 and No. 123 (? January 24th) and March Ist 
respectively.! 

I have received communication from Austrian State Department stating 
that local Criminal Court in Vienna has been requested by Criminal Court 
of Budapest to take evidence of Military Attaché here in Criminal proceed- 
ings against Bela Kun and his associates who are accused of murder and other 
offences. Doctor Peter Agoston who is one of the accused now under arrest 
has apparently appealed to Court for Military Attaché’s evidence to be 
heard. 

The State Department enquires whether if I concurred, Military Attaché 
would accede to request for his evidence to be given before the Court, or 
whether he would prefer to make a statement in presence of a Commission, 
specially delegated by Criminal Court for the purpose, or whether he would 
prefer to make a written statement, in which case the Court would submit 
a suitable list of questions. In the event of Military Attaché desiring to appear 
before the Court in person, he is requested to attend at 12.30 p.m. on March 
22nd at local Criminal Court in Vienna. 

I request instructions from you in the matter. 

In view of statement made by Military Attaché in his history of negotia- 
tions in Vienna between Entente representatives and Hungarian Socialist 
representatives (see general summary page 8, enclosure 3 of my despatch 
No. 83 of February 11th),’ he considers that as intervention of members of 
Seidl? Government was instrumental in saving life in Budapest on fall of 
Bela Kun, they should not now be left entirely without support. 

Should His Majesty’s Government object to Military Attaché making a 
statement at all I might be authorised to communicate to Austrian Govern- 
ment a memorandum drawn up by Military Attaché on the subject, but I 
should have to make it clear that he did not act by himself but in common 
with representatives of Italy, America and France. 

As you are aware, these Hungarian trials are attracting great attention at 
home and abroad, and decision of question whether Military Attaché should 


1 Not printed. 
2 Amended in the Foreign Office to read ‘Peidl’. M. Peidl became Prime Minister on the 
collapse of the Soviet regime of M. Béla Kun on Aug. 1, 1919; see Vol. VI, No. 75. 
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be allowed to give evidence may have results of greater importance than 
appears at first sight. 

It would appear necessary to consult Allied Governments before deciding 
matter and I am consulting my colleagues as to their views. 

Repeated to Budapest. 


No. 132 


Mr. Lindley (Vienna) to Earl Curzon (Received March 26, 10.50 a.m.) 
No. 170 Telegraphic [188186/165140/3] 


VIENNA, March 25, 1920, 9 a.m. 

My telegram No. 159 March atst.! 

United States Representative suggested yesterday that I should see Colonel 
Causey, American Military Representative at Budapest at time of the entry 
of the Roumanians, on the subject of trial. 

Colonel Causey called to-day at my invitation and informed me Messrs. 
Agoston and Haubrick [Haubrich] only stayed on in Budapest owing to 
representations of himself and General Gorton who were anxious they should 
keep Government going. 

Friedrich Government after coming into power,? gave two Military Repre- 
sentatives promises that Messrs. Agoston and Haubrick would be protected. 
Colonel Causey considers therefore that we are under some moral obligation 
to see that they are not condemned on general political grounds. 

Repeated to Budapest. 


1 No. 131. 2 On Aug. 22, 1919. 


No. 133 
Mr. Lindley (Vienna) to Earl Curzon (Received March 27, 11.16 a.m.) 


No. 174 Telegraphic [188444/165140/3] 


VIENNA, March 26, 1920, 9.20 a.m. 

My telegram No. 161 of March aist.! 

My colleagues have approved text of memorandum to be communicated 
to Austrian Government for them to make what use they like of it. In 
covering Note I propose to inform Austrian Government if you approve, 
that His Majesty’s Government do not see their way to allow Military 
Attaché either to give evidence or make statement as such action would be 
contrary to all precedent. 

1 Not printed. This had reported that it had been agreed by the Allied representatives in 
Vienna that H.M. Military Attaché should not give evidence either written or oral, but that 


Mr. Lindley would send the Austrian Government a memorandum explaining the events of 
last July and inviting the Austrian Government ‘to make what use of it they liked’. 
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Following is text of memorandum. 

Hungarian Soviet Minister in Vienna, Mr. W. Boerhm [Bohm], approached 
Entente representatives in Vienna on July 22nd. last? through Austrian 
Foreign Secretary, Mr. Bauer, and British Military Representative. Mr. 
Boerhm wished to ascertain upon what terms Entente would be willing to 
come again into relations with people of Hungary. 

In reply certain necessary preliminary conditions were suggested to him 
informally by Allied and American representatives as a basis of action.3 
These suggestions were communicated to Paris, but no direct answer was 
received from Supreme Council whose only communication on the subject 
was general declaration, published in Austrian Journals of July 27th, copy 
of which is hereto attached. 

This general declaration was communicated to Mr. Boerhm as super- 
seding all previous communications from Allied and United States repre- 
sentatives. 

Mr. Boerhm and Messrs. Haubrich and Agoston who were co-operating 
with him succeeded in forming a Government on the lines indicated by Allied 
and United States representative[s] at the moment when the People’s Com- 
missaries of Bela Kun fled from their posts.s The formation of this Govern- 
ment prevented, in the opinion of Allied and United States representatives, 
much riot and bloodshed which would have led to loss of life and destruction 
of property.® 

Repeated to Budapesth. 


2 See Vol. VI, No. 57. 

3 See Vol. I, No. 18, Appendix A. 

4 See Vol. I, No. 19, minute 2. 

5 i.e. on Aug. 1, 1919. Cf. No. 131, n. 2. 

© In Foreign Office telegram No. 133 of March 31 to Vienna (not printed) Mr. Lindley’s 
proposed action was approved. 


No. 134 


Mr. Hohler (Budapest) to Earl Curzon [Received March 31, 11 a.m.) 
No. 212 Telegraphic [189273/165140/3] 


BUDAPEST, March 30, 1920, 1.50 a.m. 


My telegram No. 200 of May 3rd (szc).! 

Representative of International Red Cross who is a Swiss citizen has been 
occupying himself with prisons for last 11 months. He confirms my observa- 
tions. At my request he has just visited two of principal prisons again and 
reports them in perfect order, though food is certainly short, but this after all 


1 In the Foreign Office this reference was queried as intended to be ‘208 of March 28’— 
a version of which is printed as No. 4 in Report on alleged existence of ‘White Terror’ in Hungary 
(Cmd. 673 of 1920). Telegram No. 208 appears to have been drafted on the 28th but not 
to have been despatched until the 3oth. 
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is the case even for those who are not in prison. He agrees to American 
estimate of murders. His impression of internment camps also tallies with 
mine. He shares my views that present propaganda about White terror is 
both unjust and dangerous though he thinks the position of Jews, loyal 
classes of whom took such a prominent share in Bolshevik regime, is rather 
critical. ? 

Would it be possible to form an international Commission under the 
auspices of Geneva Red Cross to enquire into all allegations made by the 
Press against the Hungarian Government so that, where outrages were 
proved, they might be sharply and severely called to account, but where 
they were disproved, every publicity should be given to false . . .2 charge? 

Hungarian Government have told me they have nothing to conceal, and, 
though I may be wrong, I believe they are sincere and that they will furnish 
every facility for the operations of such a Committee. Proposal would at all 
events test their sincerity. Situation is aggravated by fact that only profi- 
teers, namely Jews, can live in anything like reasonable comfort. The 
patience of the mass of the town population, in view of the scarcity and 
extreme cost of . . .3 supplies of food, strikes me as really remarkable. 


2 The text is here uncertain. The Foreign Office suggested that it should read ‘nature of’. 
3 The text is here uncertain. 


No. 135 


Mr. Lindley (Vienna) to Earl Curzon (Received April 1, 6.15 p.m.) 
No. 181 Telegraphic (189533/165140/3| 


VIENNA, March 31, 1920, 8.50 p.m. 

Mr. Hohler’s telegram No. 208.! 

From Vienna point of view, enquiry proposed by Mr. Hohler would be 
most desirable. Local Social Democratic and Communist Press is carrying 
on a continuous campaign of most violent abuse against present Hungarian 
régime on account of alleged excesses for which Allies and especially His 
Majesty’s Government are blamed. 

This campaign has reached a point which threatens peace in Central 
Europe and can best be met by an enquiry such as is suggested by Mr. 
Hohler. It appears important that no time should be lost. I understand that 
Allies inspected prisoners under Bolshevik rule so that, should it be impos- 
sible to utilize International Red Cross, they have a precedent for doing so 
again themselves. 

Repeated to Budapest. 


™ See No. 134, n. 1. But the reference is presumably intended to be to No. 134 itself since 
it was in this and not in his No. 208 that Mr. Hohler had proposed an enquiry. 
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No. 136 
Mr. Lindley (Vienna) to Earl Curzon (Received Apnil 6) 


No. 192 [190004/5445/3] 
VIENNA, April 1, 1920 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to report, with reference to my Telegram No. 183 of 
to-day’s date,' that the presence of the Tyrol Delegates in Vienna has been 
the principal subject of comment in the Vienna Press during the last few days. 
Tyrol is so distant from Vienna and is in so little touch with the Capital that, 
in the absence of any British Consular Officer at Innsbruck, it is difficult for 
me to form any opinion of value as to the real state of affairs and feeling in 
the Province. 

There is no doubt that the lack of food in the Tyrol is terrible, as is 
evidenced by the fact that well-to-do British Subjects, such as Mr. Baillie- 
Grohman, who have long been resident there, have found it necessary to 
leave their homes. There is also no doubt that the division of the Province 
through the Peace Treaty has produced profound discontent amongst a 
population whose leading characteristic was an ardent provincial patriotism. 
But it is not so clear that the movement in favour of Union with Germany is 
the spontaneous result of these two conditions which, from what I hear from 
well-informed sources would appear to have been energetically exploited by 
certain parties in Germany. The Plebiscite, to which I referred in my above- 
mentioned telegram, seems to have been carried out by a newspaper financed 
from Germany and I hear that very large sums of German money have been 
expended on propaganda purposes amongst the population. Whether it is 
due to this or to the two first-named reasons, the change of attitude of the 
Tyrolese since the Armistice is worth noting. They were, almost up to the 
time of the signature of the Treaty, the principal opponents in Austria of 
the ‘Anschluss’ which they are now demanding either in the interests of the 
adherents of the Wittelsbach Dynasty or in those of the Pan-Germans of 
Berlin. 

The suggestion has been made that neither the Italians nor the French 
would look with disfavour on the union of Tyrol with Bavaria, but I am 
bound to state that neither my French nor Italian Colleagues showed any 
inclination to toy with the idea of encouraging the Tyrolese Delegates when 
in Vienna. One of the tasks laid on these Delegates before leaving Innsbruck 
was, as reported in my telegram No. 150 of March 18th,? to lay the case for 
Union personally before Allied Representatives at Vienna, but Monsieur 


* Not printed. This reported the reception of the Tyrol delegates by the Austrian State 
Chancellor on March 31, and stated that their ‘demand for union with Germany was 
strengthened by fact that an Innsbruck newspaper has been carrying out an unofficial 
Plebiscite on the subject. Result of this plebiscite is reported to be that over 100,000 replies 
in favour of union were received from a population of about 300,000.’ 

2 No. 128. 


166 


Allizé, the Marquis Toretta and Mr. Halstead? all agreed with me in con- 
sidering that it would be incorrect for us to have anything to do with them. 
We were confirmed in our decision not to receive the Delegates by the action 
of the State Chancellor, who asked us privately not to do so. 

It must not be supposed that this request means that Doctor Renner has 
changed his mind as to the desirability of Union, still less that the Social- 
Democratic Party, to which he belongs, have done so. I explain Doctor 
Renner’s action rather by ascribing it to a desire to demonstrate to the 
Provinces that the only channel through which they can make their wishes 
known to the Powers is through the Department for Foreign Affairs. In other 
words it was a move in the struggle of the Central Government against the 
separatist tendencies of the Provinces. At the same time one should give 
the State Chancellor credit for his loyalty to the Treaty, however mixed 
the motives for such loyalty may be. 

The attitude of the Austrian Social Democratic Party towards ‘Anschluss’ 
is not altogether easy to understand. Hardly a day passes without a violent 
article in its favour appearing in the ‘Arbeiter Zeitung’; these articles reach- 
ing an almost frenzied pitch when it looked as if a purely Trade Union 
Government might be installed at Berlin.4 Yet on other questions the Social- 
Democratic Party are opposed to the Pan-Germans, many of whom in 
Vienna are the most bitter opponents of the present Government. They are 
also, like Doctor Renner, against any concession being made to the clerical 
and dynastic influences which they believe to be behind the Tyrolese demand. 

A well-informed observer explains the enthusiasm of the Austrian Social- 
Democrats for the ‘Anschluss’ very simply ascribing it to the personal in- 
clinations of Doctor Bauer, the leader of the Party, who 1s supposed to 
consider that his exceptional talents require, for their proper display, a larger 
stage than Austria can provide. It is not unlikely that there may be some 
truth in this explanation; since it is almost impossible to exaggerate the 
vanity of most of the Jewish politicians which [sic] the revolution has thrown 
into prominent positions both here and in Russia. 

Closely connected with the ‘Anschluss’ question is that of the future Con- 
stitution of Austria. The Conference which, as reported in my Despatch 
No. 163, of the 22nd ultimo,’ was to have been continued at Linz in mid- 
April is now reported in the Press to be postponed until the end of the 
month. This is taken as a sign that the differences between Vienna and the 
Provinces have again widened. The Governor of Tyrol, speaking on the 
subject at a Congress of Peasants, recently stated that the first task of the 
Tyrolese Delegates must be to prepare the way for the economic union of the 
Tyrol with Germany; a statement of no good augury for the smooth regula- 
tion of economic relations with Vienna. 

Should His Majesty’s Government desire to take any steps to check the 
‘Anschluss’ movement in the Tyrol, I would suggest that confidential 


3 The French, Italian, and U.S. representatives at Vienna, respectively. 
* See Vol. IX, No. 229. 
5 Not printed. 
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enquiries should be made on the spot as to the truth of the abundance of 
German money in the Province, and that the names of the principal re- 
cipients should be published in the event of this being proved to have been 
paid. This would discredit this particular movement more effectually than 
anything else, though it would not affect the general desire in Austria as a 
whole for Union. 
I have, &c., 
F. O. LINDLEY 

Postscript 


The Communist organ ‘Die Rote Fahne’ in a leading article to-day on the 
question of the Union of the Tyrol to Germany points out that if the notice 
[? motive] for the agitation in favour of annexation is the hope that the food 
supply in the Tyrol will thereby be improved, the persons sustained by such 
hope must undeceive themselves, Germany not being in a position immedi- 
ately to afford relief to the Tyrol. 

The article then attacks the Social-Democrats of Austria for signing the 
Treaty of St. Germain and so binding themselves to resist the desire for 
annexation to Germany, thereby acting as traitors to their Party which had 
consistently advocated and worked for annexation. The Social-Democrats 
had also by their action betrayed the ‘Revolution’. 

The ‘Rote Fahne’ takes the opportunity of expressing its sympathy with 
the revolution in Germany by making the following statement :— 

‘The accession of German-Austria to Germany would be the accession of 
German-Austrian proletariat to the German Revolution, and the German- 
Austrian bourgeoisie which prevented the accession when after the collapse 
in 1918 the German Revolution seemed to be victorious, realised that more 
clearly than the Social Democracy.’ 


No. 137 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Hohler (Budapest) 
No. 136 Telegraphic [189273/165140/3] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, April 3, 1920, 8 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 212 (of goth March.' Proposed visit of International 
Red Cross Commission of enquiry.) 

This proposal could hardly be made by His Majesty’s Government. Hun- 
garian Government might themselves invite a visit from such a commission. 


™ No. 134. 
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No. 138 


Mr. Hohler (Budapest) to Earl Curzon (Recewved April 11, 9.30 p.m.) 
No. 228 Telegraphic [191105/1193/3] 


BUDAPEST, April 10, 1920 

Your despatch No. 124! just received. 

I have nothing to add to information already sent.2, General Gorton assures 
me in the most positive manner in name of I[nter-Allied] M[ilitary] M[ission] 
that Hungarian Army at present moment is considerably below 35,000 
allowed by draft Treaty of Peace. 

Weiss was visited a few days ago by British officer who reports they are 
only manufacturing agricultural machinery, though they have accepted con- 
tract from Polish Government for cartridge . . .s3 (not cartridges) for Lebel 
rifles, but they cannot begin on this until they get (? British) machinery for 
the purpose, Roumanians having carried away that which was there before. 

I am quite unable to see (? on what) grounds fact that Hungarian (? Treaty 
of Peace) has not yet been signed prevents establishment of economic rela- 
tions with (? Germany) and (? Neutrals) as well as even with this country in 
place of present rigorous blockade with all its disastrous (? results). 


™ Of March 30, not printed. It transmitted a copy of a memorandum of March 13 
addressed by the Roumanian, S.C.S. and Czecho-Slovak delegations in Paris to the Presi- 
dent of the Peace Conference and asked for Mr. Hohler’s observations. The memorandum 
alleged that the actual numbers of the Hungarian army exceeded 120,000 and that the 
Manfred Weiss factory had been ordered to step up the production of arms and munitions. 

2 This presumably refers to Budapest despatch No. 204 of April 3 (not printed), received 
in the Foreign Office on April 13, which transmitted a copy of a memorandum by General 
Gorton, revised up to March 25, on ‘The Armed Forces of Hungary’. 

3 The text is here uncertain. 


No. 139 


The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received April 14) 
No. 463 Telegraphic: by bag [191672/7067/39] 

PARIS, April 12, 1920 
The Ambassadors’ Conference met this morning under the Presidency of 
M. Jules Cambon. I had previously asked that all questions on the agenda 
dealing with the German Treaty should be removed and this had been done.! 

Only the following questions therefore were considered at the Meeting :— 
(1) I informed the Conference that the House of Commons would con- 
sider the Austrian Treaty on the 14th instant, and that I hoped that the 


Bill on the subject would pass through Parliament by the end of the week, 
thereby enabling His Majesty to ratify the Treaty within a very short space 


™ Cf. Vol. IX, No. 322. 
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of time.? I invited M. Cambon to impress upon his Government the impor- 
tance of treating the French ratification as urgent. He undertook to do so, 
and stated that the Committee of Foreign Affairs of the Chamber of Depu- 
ties was going to pass their report on the Austrian Treaty this afternoon. 

(2) The Conference considered the draft reply to the Hungarian counter- 
proposals3 as prepared by the Co-ordinating Committee. As the Committee 
had been unanimous in this matter the Conference adopted the text sub- 
mitted, subject to the following amendments :— 

(a) The United States Ambassador proposed that in the reply dealing 
with the subject of the Minorities clauses, the Allied and Associated Govern- 
ments should agree to the insertion of Articles corresponding to Articles 51, 
57 and 60 of the Austrian Treaty, so altered as to refer to the Minorities 
Treaties which have now been signed. The text of the Article was approved 
and has been communicated to the Drafting Committee for insertion in the 
Treaty. 

(6) On the proposal of the Chairman of the Reparation Commission it was 
decided to add to Article 177 of the Hungarian Treaty a paragraph corre- 
sponding to Article 196 of the Austrian Treaty respecting the regulation of 
the disposal of artistic treasures belonging to Hungary. A further paragraph 
is also to be added giving the Hungarian Government the similar right to 
open negotiations with other States for the return of artistic treasures to 
Hungary, on the lines indicated in Article 196 of the Austrian Treaty. 

(c) At the instance of the Italian Ambassador various verbal alterations 
were made in the covering note with the object of toning down some of the 
statements made with regard to Hungarian policy in the past. The text of 
the covering Note thus amended is being forwarded in a separate despatch.* 

The only point now outstanding in the Hungarian Treaty is the amend- 
ment introduced by the Supreme Council into Article 181.5 The United 
States Ambassador’s concurrence to this amendment is still required, and at 
to-day’s meeting he announced that he was still awaiting instructions from 
his Government. He undertook to telegraph again to Washington on the 
subject, and hopes to be able to communicate their reply to the Conference 
at the Meeting to be held on the 15th instant.® I was anxious to pass the 
covering letter with a reservation from the American Ambassador, but my 
colleagues would not agree to this. .. .” 


2 The urgency of ratification had been stressed in a private letter to Lord Curzon of 
March 1 (not printed) in which Mr. Lindley had said: ‘I am sure you realise that Central 
Europe cannot even begin to settle down until ratification has taken place.’ 

The Royal Assent was given to the Treaties of Peace (Austria and Bulgaria) Act, 1920, on 
April 27. See 128 H.C. Deb. 5 s., col. 1132. Cf. No. 151, n. 2 below. 

3 For the counter-proposals see No. 94, n. 3, and for the Allied reply, see The Hungarian 
Peace Negotiations, vol. ii, pp. 551-71. 

* No. 1127 of April 12, not printed. 

5 See Vol. VII, No. 63, minute 7, and No. 71, minute 2. 

6 In fact he did so at the meeting of April 29. His instructions enabled him to fall in 
with the views of his colleagues and to accept the decision taken by the London Conference. 

7 The omitted sections related to discussion on other matters. 
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No. 140 
Earl Curzon to H.M. Representatives at Rome, Brussels, Tokyo and Parts 


No. 144! Telegraphic [192013/5445/3] 
Urgent ' FOREIGN OFFICE, April 14, 1920, 7 p.m. 


Central European relief and reconstruction. 

In connection with authorisation recently given by United States Congress 
for supply of American flour valued at 53 million dollars on credit to Euro- 
pean and contiguous countries, His Majesty’s Government have undertaken 
to provide British credits up to 50% of the credits provided by the United 
States of America within a limit of £10 million, the intention being in the 
first instance to supply freight for American cereals. The British credit is 
intended primarily for Austria, but might be used for Poland and Hungary 
and possibly other countries in so far as surplus may remain after providing 
for Austria. 

Governments of Holland, Denmark, Norway and Sweden have been 
approached by His Majesty’s Government and have agreed in principle to 
participate. Swiss Government had previously agreed to do so. 

As at present arranged it is proposed to hold a meeting at Paris on the 21st 
instant at which it is hoped that above-mentioned Governments will declare 
exact extent of their participation. Main object of meeting is to discuss 
methods of administration. General plan, to which above-mentioned Govern- 
ments seem ready to adhere, is to set up executive body at Paris on which 
neutral Governments would be represented to arrange distribution between 
receiving countries of the various commodities and services offered on credit 
and to be responsible for practical work of consigning, delivering and ac- 
counting. 

Please ask Government to which you are accredited whether they propose 
to take part in scheme and if so to what extent. They should be informed of 
proposed meeting on 2!st instant, at which Sir J. Bradbury, British delegate 
on Reparation Commission, and Sir W. Goode, Chief British delegate on 
Austrian Section of Reparation Commission, will act as British representa- 
tives, and they should be asked to nominate representative to attend in the 
event of their deciding to participate.” 

You should explain (1) that in the opinion of His Majesty’s Government 
it is essential that raw materials should be supplied on credit in addition to 
the supply of food in order that the countries may become self-supporting 
at the earliest possible moment, and (2) that the function of the conference 
will be limited to dealing with supplies in kind provided out of Government 
credits and arranging for their transportation. There is no intention of 
trenching on the general questions of international credit of the kind which 


™ No. 144 to Rome, No. 68 to Brussels, No. 119 to Tokyo, and No. 455 by bag to Paris. 

2 The suggested International Conference was held on April 21 and 22 and an advisory 
committee, the International Committee for Relief Credits, was set up: Mr. J. H. Gorvin, 
Assistant Director of Relief, was appointed its general secretary on April 23. 


171 


will be discussed at the forthcoming financial conference under the auspices 
of the League of Nations.3 


3 This conference met at Brussels, Sept. 24—Oct. 8, 1920. 


No. 141 
Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) to Earl Curzon (Received April 22) 


No. 247 [193312/151922/22] 
ROME, April 16, 1920 
My Lord, 

With reference to my telegram No. 123 of April 14th,! I have the honour to 
enclose a Despatch from the Commercial Counsellor on an interview which 
he had the day before yesterday with the two Ministers of Treasury and 
Finance. 

I should add that I entirely agree with the views which he expresses, as well 
as with the conclusion which he draws, and I would respectfully venture to 
recommend the subject to your Lordship’s most careful consideration, as one 
which has passed beyond the limit of commerce and has become a question 
of immediate and high political importance. 

I am forwarding a copy of the despatch and enclosure to San Remo.? 

I have, &c., 
GEorGE W. BucHANAN 


t Not printed. 
2 For proceedings of the San Remo Conference, April 18-26, see Vol. VIII, Chap. I. 


ENCLOosuRE IN NO. 141 
Mr. Capel Cure to Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) 


No. 3 Confidential | ROME, April 14, 1920 
Sir, 

In continuation of my despatch to your Excellency of April 12th,3 I have 
the honour to report that I have seen again to-day Signor Schanzer, Minister 
of Finance, in conformity with the desire which he expressed to me the day 
before yesterday. 

The Minister began by saying that he had, for some time past, wished to 
speak to me on the general financial condition of Italy, which had become 
almost untenable in consequence of the exchange. It amounted to this, that 
Italy was now compelled to pay 80 centimes per kilo for her coal and a 
correspondingly preposterous amount for her grain. Expenditure at this 
rate could mean nothing short of national bankruptcy, and what was more, 
revolution. The Minister repeated the word several times, and it is the first 
occasion, in my fairly intimate personal knowledge of him, on which I 


3 A copy of which was sent to the Foreign Office in Rome despatch No. 241 of April 14, 
not printed. 
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remember his not having veiled an expression of this description. The revolu- 
tion, he said, would undoubtedly spread to France and to Switzerland. 
Germany and Austria were already dismembered and were in a state of 
chaos, in which the Bolshevistic element was only too painfully apparent. 
It seemed to him, therefore, that it was to the interest of England to take the 
two burning questions of Italy’s exchange and Italy’s coal into her immediate 
and most serious consideration. 

I asked the Minister if he could make any practical suggestion for the 
lowering of the exchange, since, having been present at almost all the 
financial discussions between England and Italy during the War, I had 
heard many schemes mooted for this purpose, only to be met with objections 
that seemed too unfortunately valid, and I had also been forced to observe 
that the artificial reduction of the exchange by Signor Nitti, in conjunction 
with England and the United States, had only proved a temporary palliative. 
He replied that though his colleague, the Minister of the Treasury, had often 
talked, as I knew, about the institution of a national clearing house for the 
exchange, he could not see in that proposal a practical way out of the diffi- 
culty, and that the only method, according to him, was the arbitrary fixing 
of the rate. I observed that such a procedure appeared to me tantamount to 
a sterling loan on the part of England to Italy. To this he agreed, and added 
that before proceeding further in the discussion he thought it would be well 
if we went together to see his colleague the Minister of the Treasury. 

We therefore went to Signor Luzzatti, who began by saying practically 
the same things as Signor Schanzer had said five minutes before, except that 
his language was more flowery throughout and studiedly euphemistic when 
touching on the subject of a possible revolution. There were only two 
countries, he said, which could help Italy in her need—namely England and 
the United States. The latter had not the same immediate interest as England 
had, since a conflagration in Europe might possibly leave the United States 
unsinged, whereas it was scarcely probable that England could escape un- 
burnt. He mentioned the factor of the geographical position of Italy lying 
across England’s aerial highroad to Egypt and the East, and England’s 
interest in keeping friends with the people who, among all the nations of 
Europe, had shown most strongly the determination to put her finances in 
order and to become again a prosperous country. He touched lightly on the 
failure of his colleague sitting by his side to raise a loan of ten million sterling 
on the English market in August and dwelt more at length on the negotiations 
which had been carried on at a later date, by semi-official means, for a loan 
of twenty-five million. These efforts had been rendered unfruitful, he said, 
on both occasions in consequence of the action of the Bank of England, which 
he described as having assumed an attitude of ‘autocratic isolation’ towards 
the Government and being in the surprising position of being able to thwart 
the wishes of the Prime Minister and the Chancellor of the Exchequer. He 
said that contrary to what had been published in the newspapers, he did not 
mean to accompany Signor Nitti to San Remo, unless it was found absolutely 
necessary for him to do so. He believed, however, that the Chancellor of the 
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Exchequer would be present at San Remo, and he intended to ask the 
Italian Prime Minister to press the British Government in order that Italy 
might be able to obtain a loan of twenty-five million sterling in England. It 
was useless, he added, for the Allies to meet together at San Remo to discuss 
the Turkish question, if they left unsolved that of the finances of Italy—a 
nation much nearer to their doors and one whose dire stress might be the 
means of producing a conflagration which might spread to England herself. 

Given the length of the interview I felt that I ought not to prolong it by 
telling the Minister of the Treasury that, even if the British Government 
should give their consent to his raising a loan on the English market, I had 
reason to suspect that he would find it hard to do so at the present moment. 
His colleague, Signor Schanzer, who was sitting next to him, evidently 
thought it best also not to make any remark of this kind. As a matter of fact 
I had been told a few days ago by the head of the bank which tried to raise the 
ten millions for Signor Schanzer in August, that the City of London would 
probably not entertain any proposals from Italy until the subsidy was taken 
off bread and other betterments in the finances begun. I had informed 
Signor Schanzer of this, as I told Your Excellency in my despatch of April 
12th.3 If; therefore, the British Government consider that, for reasons of 
policy, it is necessary to help Italy financially, with a view to reducing her 
exchange, the loan could only take the form of a Government loan, or be 
made as a credit against her purchases of coal or raw materials. 

The question is one which is no more governed by commercial, or even 
financial, considerations, and has passed into the realm of high politics. As 
such, it is not for me to give an opinion, for it should be relegated to the 
supreme authorities, who are doing their utmost to establish the peace of 
Europe. There can, however, be no question as to Italy’s necessity, nor as to 
the fact that she is making an heroic effort to meet her obligations. Per- 
sonally, I believe that, should it be found possible to give her that assistance 
which is necessary, in order that she may tide over her present difficulties, 
the resources of the country, with its man-power, and the peculiar charac- 
teristics, which have marked it during the last thirty years, of patience and 
industry among the inhabitants, will enable Italy to overcome the crisis under 
which she is labouring and to emerge from it strengthened by the trial. 

The same argument applies also to the question of coal supplies. A 
minimum of 500,000 tons of coal a month is necessary for this country in 
order to give work to her people, and she has for many months been getting 
quantities which did not arrive at half that amount. I am fully aware that at 
the present time England has not more than, let us say, 20 million tons of 
coal per year to export to the entire world, and that, in the scramble that has 
taken place for coal and tonnage, Italy, probably through the fault of her 
own agents, has come off badly. It is not, however, of the slightest importance 
to whom the fault should be ascribed; for, if a conflagration breaks out in 
Northern Italy owing to the stoppage of the works, and spreads to the rest of 
the peninsula, and thence to Europe, it will be a purely Platonic considera- 
tion for the student of history as to whom the fault is to be ascribed. The 
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fact, however, will remain, and the fact alone is what matters to us as an 
European power, whose welfare is intimately bound up with the welfare of 
the rest of the continent. I believe that it is a necessity to Italy to find means 
by which she can obtain coal up to the extent of the 500,000 tons a month, 
and this would entail, under present circumstances, an additional amount of, 
more or less, 260,000 tons. The only way that I am able to see out of the 
difficulty is the recommencing of the rationing system for the export of coal 
which was in vogue during the war, and the taking away from other countries, 
and especially from France, Uruguay, Argentina, small quantities of coal 
per month, in order to make up the requisite amount, till such time as Italy 
shall be able to get more coal from America, or until matters are more settled 
in our own coal-bearing districts. This measure would, I fear, have to be 
coupled with one which would help Italy as to her tonnage, and the difficul- 
ties of the proposal are, I admit, little short of colossal. 

But this subject also has passed beyond the realm of commerce, and is 
purely one for the rulers of our nation to decide. I can only say that it is my 
firm belief, after more than 30 years of close study of this country, that the 
Italians are, at the moment, not exaggerating their necessities, and that the 
dangers which confront this country are of the most serious nature possible. 
It is for others to say whether those dangers would represent dangers to the 
rest of Europe, and particularly to ourselves in England.‘ 

I have, &c., 
EDWARD CaPEL CURE 

4 After reading the above despatch Mr. Harmsworth, Parliamentary Under-Secretary 
for Foreign Affairs, in minutes of April 28 and May 4 suggested that a rapid survey of the 
export coal figures by a Cabinet Committee was desirable in order to make sure that ‘our 
coal supplies were being allocated in accordance with the best home and international 


interests’. Lord Curzon on May 4 minuted that he had no objection to such an enquiry 
and would mention it at the Cabinet on the following day. 


No. 142 
Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) to Earl Curzon (Received April 22) 


No. 250 [193314/151922/22] 
ROME, April 17, 1920 
My Lord, 

In the course of the last two months I have had the honour to draw Your 
Lordship’s attention on several occasions to the activities of the subversive 
elements in this country as well as to the general political and economic 
situation. 

I do, however, feel it my duty, at the risk of criticism as an alarmist, once 
again to point out the factors of grave danger with which Italy is faced at the 
present time. 

Since the close of the European War the Government of this country has 
been living on credits at home and abroad, which are now more or less 
exhausted, with the exception of the new VI National Loan, producing, as I 
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am given to understand, some 20 milliards of lire, of which only about 7 are 
new money. 

In repeated statements to the press and in the Chamber Signor Nitti has 
explained the disastrous bread situation and the burden which its subsidy 
at present lays on the country. This was reported fully in my despatch 
No. 196 of the 30 March,' but since that date the foreign exchanges have 
risen so considerably as to render the useful period of time which the various 
credits could have been calculated to cover even shorter than before. It has 
now been decided to reduce the bread ration to 250 gram[mes] a head a day 
as from the 1st May and a more inauspicious date could hardly have been 
chosen. 

The British and other foreign exchanges have risen by leaps and bounds; on 
Friday last, the 9th April, the £ touched 109 lire and the dollar 25:70. Even 
the French franc has been up to 159. 

The continued land agitations, which are touched on elsewhere, since the 
beginning of the year, have had the result that the harvest will be consider- 
ably affected for the worse; to quote only two specific instances, in the 
Novarese no rice has been sown at all, and it is now too late to do so; in 
certain parts of the south the peasants have purposely left the land unculti- 
vated in order to claim it as such later on in accordance with the new legal 
procedure. 

Coal is reaching Italy in ever-decreasing quantities, and whatever may be 
the cause of this, the fact remains in all its disastrous consequences. Works 
have commenced to close and more will follow suit. 

Prospects in N. Africa and Albania are not encouraging and any overt 
trouble involving the use of troops will have a definite repercussion on a 
Ministry which is already in unstable equilibrium. 

The Bologna riots and general strike? and the one which has just broken 
out at Turin are more important by reason of their motives than by the 
agitations themselves. 

I trust Your Lordship will not consider that I have painted the picture of 
Italy in April 1920 in unduly sombre colours. I cannot but feel that this 
country is on the eve of very critical days and that very serious disorders 
and outbreaks are to be feared in the course of the next six weeks. The 
inherent common-sense of the countrysides may avert the gravest outbreaks 
but the event of further rises in prices and the scarcity of food must be viewed 
with considerable anxiety. 

In short, I would take this opportunity of warning Your Lordship of 
the possibility, not of a revolution, but of outbreaks, especially in the North, 
which may have the effect of isolating large areas for considerable periods 
of time if conditions do not improve or if they grow worse. 

I have, &c., 
GEorGE W. BUCHANAN 


1 Not preserved in Foreign Office archives. For a summary of Signor Nitti’s speech on 
these subjects in the Italian Chamber on March 28, see The Times, March 30, p. 13. 
2 See, e.g., The Times, April 9, p. 10. 
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No. 143 
Memorandum on ‘The Anschluss Question’ by Mr. Lindley 


[194163/194104/3] 
LONDON, April 23, 1920 

The agitation in favour of the Anschluss has continued to grow during the 
last few months and has now become so strong that no political leader 
opposes it openly. It has from the outset been quite clear that the Anschluss 
would sooner or later become inevitable unless the Succession States could 
be persuaded to drop their Chauvinistic tendencies and to open their 
frontiers to traffic with Austria. 

Would it be possible by means of a Conference of the Succession States, 
or otherwise, to point out to them the danger to their own future that the 
present policy offers? There seems to be no doubt that this danger is a real 
one, as it is difficult to believe that the large German minorities in Czecho- 
Slovakia and Italy would remain quiet if all other Germans were once united. 
It is true there are no Germans to speak of in the S.H.S. State, but Germany 
which includes Austria would offer, nevertheless, the greatest danger to the 
future of that State since the old tendency to seek an outlet in the Mediter- 
ranean would at once revive.? 


1 Mr. Lindley was on leave from Vienna, April 21—May 9, 1920. 

2 Lord Hardinge minuted: ‘I think we must go slow. All the jealousies and bitterness of 
the war are still rampant in these States, and it is only time and the return of common sense 
that can heal them. A Conference at the present time would be far more likely to aggravate 
rather than to alleviate them, since it would demonstrate more clearly to the various States 
where their interests diverge, while the force of circumstances will show them in what direc- 
tions their interests approximate.’ 


No. 144 
Memorandum on Danube Traffic by Mr. Lindley' 


[794159/1193/3] 

LONDON, April 23, 1920 
At present the Inter-Allied Commission of the Danube has practically no 
authority over the Riverine States who hold up and generally blackmail the 
transit traffic as they like. It appears essential that the Commission should 
have at its command certain armed forces and that the Riverine States 
should be disarmed in-so-far as the Danube is concerned. There are at 
present on the Danube certain armed monitors flying the British Flag and a 
number of more powerful monitors which were formerly the property of the 

Austro-Hungarian Government and are now lying in Serbian Ports.? 
It appears essential that the Commission should have control of both 
these fleets, the latter of which could, for the most part, be broken up. Until 


™ See No. 143, n. 1. 2 See Nos. 390 and 391 below. 
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something of this kind is done the Danube will not become the international 
highway which is essential for the well-being of the Riverine States, and 
which is most useful for British interests.3 


3 A copy of this memorandum was forwarded by the Foreign Office to the Admiralty on 
May 4 asking for their views. The reply from the Admiralty has not been traced in Foreign 
Office archives. 


No. 145 
Mr. Bridgeman' (Vienna) to Earl Curzon (Received April 25, 4.10 p.m.) 


No. 219 Telegraphic [193958/193545/3) 


VIENNA, April 24, 1920, 9 p.m. 

My telegram No. 210. April 20.? 

My French colleague being still without instructions and my Italian 
colleague, who had already some days ago mentioned question of sale 
of war material unofficially to State Chancellor, having strongly pressed 
me to make similar representations, I informed Dr. Renner this morning 
verbally that attention of Allied Governments had been drawn to sale of war 
material by Austria and that it was the wish of His Majesty’s Government 
that this practice should be discontinued as it appeared to constitute viola- 
tion of articles 133 and 134 of Peace Treaty. 

Dr. Renner admitted sales of war material had taken place but only to 
Polish Government and Czecho-Slovak Government at the request of French 
Government. He added that Austrian Government had welcomed sales as 
(? they) provided means of paying for (? sugar) and other foodstuffs so badly 
needed here. 

He said he took note of sales being regarded as breach of Treaty of Peace, 
but observed that, as Peace Treaty had not yet come into force, point whether 
sales of war material which had already taken place were really violation of 
Treaty, was questionable. 

My Italian colleague, who appears to attach great importance to stopping 
sale of war materials, is convinced: 

1. That Austrians are selling as much as they can in order to obtain ready 
money. 

2. That French are not averse to sale of Austrian war material to Czecho- 
Slovakia and Poland, whom they regard as special Allies of France.‘ 


1 First Secretary, H.M. High Commission at Vienna: in charge during Mr. Lindley’s 
absence, see No. 143, n. I. 

2 Not printed. This telegram seems to have arrived in the Foreign Office as No. 201A. 

3 As reported in Lord Derby’s telegram No. 399 of April 1, section 7, it had been decided 
at a meeting of the Conference of Ambassadors on that day that each of the Ambassadors 
should transmit to his Government a copy of a Note from the Italian Delegation on the sale 
of war material by Austria ‘with a suggestion that such action should be taken as was 
possible through their representatives in Vienna’. 

4 In his telegram No. 214 of April 21 (not printed) Mr. Bridgeman had reported that he 
had been informed by the Head of the British Section of the Inter-Allied Aviation Control 
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My Italian colleague and I came to conclusion if it be desired to stop sale 
of war material, it will be well to specify very precisely to Austrian Govern- 
ment which particular material is not to be sold indicating its whereabouts 
if possible, otherwise Austrian Government will find an excuse for continuing 
to sell by claiming that material is covered neither by Armistice Agreement 
nor by Peace Treaty, latter not yet being in force and manufacture of 
material having been (? completed) since signature of former. 


Commission that the French representative on the Commission ‘appears to be actively 
encouraging sale by Austrian Government of Military Aviation Material to Czecho- 
Slovakia and Poland for purpose of developing civil aviation in those countries’. 


No. 146 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Hohler (Budapest) 


No. 165 [191898/1193/3] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, April 24, 1920 

Sir, 

I have received your telegram No. 232 of the 14th instant! regarding the 
‘blockade’ imposed on Hungary by the neighbouring countries. 

2. You are doubtless aware that His Majesty’s Government have already 
gone to the utmost limit in urging the Roumanian and Jugo-Slav Govern- 
ments to permit the supply of necessaries to Hungary. 

3. His Majesty’s Government cannot assume the responsibility of inducing 
these countries to adopt a more reasonable economic policy. 

Iam, &c., 
(for the Secretary of State), 
Eric Puipps 


™ Not printed. In the course of his telegram No. 227 of April 9, to which it referred, Mr. 
Hohler had said: ‘I have repeatedly informed Your Lordship that I believed continuation 
of blockade must eventually lead to serious consequences.’ 


No. 147 


The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received May 1) 
No. 520 Telegraphic: by bag [195282/7067/39] 


PARIS, April 29, 1920 
Following for Cabinet 


A meeting of the Ambassadors’ Conference was held this morning, Mon- 
sieur Cambon being in the chair. 


. (5). Colonel Peck, as President of the Klagenfurt Plebiscite Com- 
mission, submitted several unanimous recommendations of the Commission 
as to the decision which should be immediately taken by the Ambassadors’ 


1 The preceding and concluding sections referred to other matters. 
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Conference in order to facilitate the work of the Commission on its arrival 
at Klagenfurt. I am sending you a copy of this report by bag. Of the seven 
recommendations of the Commission, all were unanimously approved 
without any detailed discussion except the first in which the abolition of the 
military frontier set up between the plebiscite zones A and B3 as a result of 
last year’s armistice was asked for. I supported this unanimous recommenda- 
tion of the Commission, pointing out that in order to secure full guarantees 
for the free expression of opinion it was necessary that the inhabitants of 
zones (A) and (B) should be able to pass freely between the two areas. Mr. 
Laroche spoke very strongly against this proposal on the ground that the 
abolition of the military frontier would result in the circulation of Austrian 
currency in zone (A) and thereby prejudice the finances of the Serb-Croat- 
Slovene State and the general economic position of zone (A). I pointed out 
that even were this danger real, and I saw no reason to believe that it was, 
it could hardly be allowed to outweigh the necessity for securing a fair and 
free vote which was the main duty both of the Ambassadors’ Conference and 
of the Plebiscite Commission. Finally Monsieur Cambon put the question 
to a vote, when the recommendation of the Commission was adopted, the 
French Government waiving their objection in deference to the wishes of 
the majority. 

The question of when the Commission was to start work was raised. The 
Austrian Government have asked (see my telegrams Nos. 297,4 paragraph 3, 
and 298)5 that the plebiscite should be taken at once. But in view of the 
legal difficulties in the way of anticipating the Treaty, it was decided to 
adjourn the question for a fortnight, by which time it will be easier to judge 
when the Treaty is likely to come into force and whether it is still necessary 
to anticipate it in this particular. In the meanwhile it looks as though French 
ratification could not be expected for at least three weeks more, and perhaps 
not for a month, since numerous parliamentary formalities are still neces- 


sary....! 

2 Not printed. 

3 Zone A was the zone claimed by Yugoslavia, Zone B the district to which she had 
surrendered claims. For maps and a detailed account of the plebiscite in the Klagenfurt 
basin see Wambaugh, vol. i, pp. 163-205. 

* No. 126. S See No. 126, n. 3. 


No. 148 


Mr. Bridgeman (Vienna) to Earl Curzon (Received May 1, 9.20 a.m.) 
No. 228 Telegraphic [195307/154178/3] 


VIENNA, April 30, 1920, 9.30 p.m. 

Mr. Lindley’s despatch No. 195 of April and.! 
Following is translation of urgent communication just received from 
State Chancellor; ‘I have just learned that Peoples’ Commissary for Foreign 


™ Not printed. 
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Affairs Soviet Russian Republic has applied to Entente Powers with a view 
to obtaining assurance that they would place no obstacle in the way of trans- 
fer to Russia of Hungarian Communists who formerly belonged to Soviet 
Government at Budapest which Moscow Government had considered as a 
kindred Government and who are now interned or imprisoned at Vienna.? 

Should this report prove true, I wish to state that as far as Austrian Govern- 
ment is concerned transfer to Russia of these Communists would be real 
relief as their internment which from practical point of view is undoubtedly 
necessary, 1s very difficult to conciliate with existing laws. 

In view of this situation which for Austrian Government involves serious 
objections at home and serious responsibility abroad I have the honour to 
call your attention to the fact that transfer to Russia of above-mentioned 
Hungarian Communists would free Austrian Government from considerable 
practical and political difficulties and that latter Government would con- 
sequently be very grateful to Great Powers if they would be so good as to 
allow Communists in question to be transferred to Russia should oppor- 
tunity arise. 

In order to give an idea of embarrassment which the present situation 
creates for Austrian Government I think it my duty especially to point out 
that internment in question is not warranted by law as Austrian legislation 
makes no provision as regards an internment object of which is to assure 
safety of interned. On the other hand Communists would have as a con- 
sequence either to provoke acts of violence against themselves or would 
render Hungarian attempts to kidnap them still more frequent and would be 
apt to add still further to heavy charge which presence of Communists has 
for more than a year laid upon Austrian Government. It is for this reason 
that I should be grateful if you would impress on your Government advis- 
ability of permitting Hungarian Communists to go where they themselves 
please and where their presence is considered desirable. In recommending 
this solution I venture to add that in my opinion it would in no wise augment, 
but would rather lessen danger of Communism (? which) it is general 
interest of the whole of Europe to eliminate.’ 

Repeated to Budapest. 

2 See No. 692 below. 


No. 149 
The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received May 4) 


No. 530 Telegraphic: by bag [195667/7067/39] 
PARIS, May 1, 1920 
The Conference of Ambassadors met today under the presidency of 


Monsieur Jules Cambon, and considered the following questions. 
...17. The Secretariat General reported that they were receiving continual 


' The preceding sections are omitted, since they referred to other questions. 
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enquiries from various Allied Governments to know in what manner the 
Principal Allied Governments propose to carry out Articles 173-176 of 
the Treaty of St. Germain respecting the punishment of war criminals. It 
was decided to authorise the Secretariat General to inform the various 
Governments that there was no objection to their sending in their lists 
forthwith. In the meanwhile the general question of policy is being referred 
to the Committee on war criminals, of which the Lord Chancellor is the 
British member. 

8. The Italian Delegation submitted a further Memorandum respecting 
the sale of Austrian war material to the surrounding countries (see my tele- 
gram No. 399, paragraph 7).2 They now propose that in order to put a stop 
to this traffic steps should be taken for the Military Commission of Control, 
an advance party of which is already in Vienna, to take charge forthwith of 
all the stores of war material in Austria. This proposal was agreed to and I 
will report further upon it in a separate despatch.3 It will be recollected that 
such an arrangement has already been adopted in the case of the munitions 
in the Klagenfurt area which have hitherto been under the charge of the 
Carabinieri (see my despatch No. 1318).* 

I took the opportunity of calling the attention of the Conference to the 
report which had been received by His Majesty’s Government to the effect 
that a syndicate named Western Sieber is reported to be purchasing aircraft 
material and to be selling it to private individuals in Austria and the neigh- 
bouring countries. At my request the President of the Aeronautical Com- 
mission of Control in Austria is to be requested to report whether he has any 
knowledge of such sales, either by the Western Sieber Syndicate or by any 
other persons or organisations. 

I gather from Your Lordship’s despatch No. 1369 of the 27th ultimo,$ that 
up to the 24th ultimo the French representative in Vienna had not received 
instructions to make representations to the Austrian Government in the 
sense of the resolution of the Conference of Ambassadors taken on the Ist 
April (C.A. 28-VIT).2 

g. It was decided to hand the reply to the Hungarian counter proposals, 
and the Hungarian Treaty in its final form, to the Hungarian Delegation on 
the 5th instant, but, at the latter’s request it has been decided that the 10 days 
time limit which is to be allowed shall date from the 6th instant on which 
day the train leaves for Budapest. 


2 See No. 145, n. 3. 

3 No further despatch on this subject at this time has been traced in Foreign Office 
archives. 

* Of April 29, not printed. Cf. Vol. I, No. 25, minute 4. 

$ This enclosed a copy of No. 145 above. 
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No. 150 
Mr. Hohler (Budapest) to Earl Curzon (Received May 17) 
No. 304 [198076/198076/3] 


BUDAPEST, May 3, 1920 
My Lord, | 

I have the honour to transmit herewith, a translation of an article appear- 
ing in the ‘Pester Lloyd’ dated May 1st on the formation of a new Bank 
named the British and Hungarian Bank Limited.! 

The article in question is representative of Hungarian Press comments on 
the subject. 

The Ungarische Bank und Handels Actien Gesellschaft referred to was 
founded in 1890 with a capital of 2,400,000 Kronen (later in 1g!o raised to 
120,000,000) principally with the object of establishing trade connections 
between Hungary and the Balkan States and to this end formed separate 
Companies branches or affiliations in Serbia, Roumania, Greece, Bulgaria 
and Turkey. A general banking business was also conducted. The Chair- 
man until 1918 was Count Imre Karolyi and the Managing Director M. 
Simon von Krausz. 

The Bank itself also either controls or has an interest in several industrial 
undertakings, a full list of which is appended,! which the new combination 
will in all likelihood acquire. 

I understand that the British group is composed of the Imperial and 
Foreign Corporation, Messrs. Guedella [sic] and the Marconi group, about 
whom it will be recollected information was given in Your Lordship’s tele- 
gram No. 103 of 15th March.? 

It is perhaps too early to prophesy whether the new combination will 
prove successful from a financial point of view—that is a question of circum- 
stances and good management—nevertheless this first British enterprise in 
Hungary since the war is hailed with unmitigated satisfaction by the public 
as well as in official circles and is particularly welcomed as a sign of recon- 
struction and precursor of British economical interest being taken in Hun- 
garian affairs. 

I would add that according to my information Mr. Alfred Stead,3 whose 
name will be well known to you, has been largely instrumental in bringing 
these negotiations to a happy issue. 

Mr. Stead’s intimate knowledge of the Danube, and especially of men and 
matters in the Balkan States can be of great service to the new combination 
if properly controlled. 

I need not dilate on the extreme importance of this new enterprise proving 
a success. That it should do so depends on its initiation under wise, honest 
and skilful management. 

I have, &c., 
T. B. HoHLER 


' Not printed. 2 Not traced in Foreign Office archives. 
3 Editor of the Review of Reviews, 1912-13, author and student of international politics. 
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No. 151 
The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received May 6) 


No. 536 Telegraphic: by bag [196172/7067/39| 
PARIS, May 4, 1920 


The Conference of Ambassadors met this morning under the chairman- 
ship of M. Jules Cambon and considered the following questions: 

. § 3, I communicated the substance of Your Lordship’s telegram No. 
515 to the Conference indicating the early ratification of the Hungarian and 
Bulgarian Treaty by His Majesty.2, M. Cambon again undertook to urge 
upon his Government the necessity of an early ratification by France, and 
assured me that the Bill for this purpose will be the first subject to be con- 
sidered by the Chamber of Deputies on their re-assembling on the 18th 
instant. 

4. I called the attention of the Conference to the fact stated by Mr. 
Bridgeman in his telegram No. 2193 that the French representative in Vienna 
had not, up to that time, received instructions to make representations to the 
Austrian Government in the sense of the resolution of the Conference of 
Ambassadors adopted on the 1st April, respecting the sale of war material 
to*+ the Austrian Government. I also informed the Conference of the state- 
ment made by Dr. Renner to Mr. Bridgeman to the effect that the sales to 
the Polish and Czecho-Slovak Governments have been made at the request 
of the French Government. M. Cambon confessed that owing to an oversight 
no instructions had been sent till yesterday to the Austrian representatives, 
and he promised to enquire into what justification there was for Dr. Renner’s 
statement. It was pointed out to me that Dr. Renner might be referring to 
the decision taken by the Supreme Council on August 1st authorising the 
transfer of war material from Austria to Czecho-Slovakia to enable the latter 
to resist the attack which Bela-Kuhn was at that time threatening.5 

5. The Conference considered two replies from the Serbian Delegation 
in answer to a request addressed to them by the Conference of Ambassadors 
to evacuate the territory of Radkersburg (see my telegram No. 277).6 While 
agreeing in principle to this evacuation the Serbian Delegation pointed out 
that if they are to evacuate this district the Bulgarian Government ought 


1 The first two sections related to other matters. 

2 Telegram No. 515 of May 3 (not printed) referred to the Austrian and Bulgarian 
treaties (cf. No. 139, n. 2) and stated that H.M.G. were ‘about to send the King’s ratification 
to Paris’. 

3 No. 145. 

4 It was suggested in the Foreign Office that this should read ‘by’. 

$ This was affirmed by the French Delegation to the Conference of Ambassadors in a 
note of May 19, a copy of which (not printed) was forwarded to Lord Curzon under Lord 
Derby’s covering despatch No. 1516 of the same date. For the decision of Aug. 1, 1919, see 
Vol. I, No. 25, minute 12. 

6 Of March 11, not printed. Lord Derby had raised the matter upon instructions from 
Lord Curzon conveyed in Foreign Office despatch No. 690 of Feb. 25, not printed. 
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equally to evacuate the Bulgarian districts which are ceded to Serbia by 
the Treaty of Neuilly. It was decided in reply to these notes to inform the 
Serbian Delegation that the Conference must insist upon their evacuating 
Radkersburg in accordance with their previous decision, and that there was 
no analogy between occupation of this district which is, and is to remain, 
Austrian and the districts to be ceded to Serbia by the Treaty of Neuilly, 
which until that Treaty comes into force remain Bulgarian. Copies of the 
two Serbian Notes are being forwarded in my Despatches Nos. 1378 and 
13807... .8 

7 Not printed. 

8 The concluding sections related to other matters. 


No. 152 


Earl Curzon to Mr. Bridgeman (Vienna) 
No. 162 Telegraphic [197053/178297/3] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, May 7, 1920, 9 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 226 (of April 29th.! Wagon-Lits and Mitropa). 

1. Our intervention in this matter has been dictated solely by desire to 
keep question open for full examination since premature solution might be 
detrimental to general interests of International transit. We are entirely 
disinterested as regards rival claims of Wagon-Lits and Mitropa and have 
never been concerned to support either undertaking against the other.? 
Question as to renewal of Wagon-Lits contract seems to be matter which 
concerns the Company and Austrian Government alone. It involves legal 
questions as to which we are not at present called upon to express opinion. 

2. Please make communication to Austrian Government in above sense, 
and inform your French colleague. 

3. In discussion with him you should take following line. We are always 
prepared to consider exercise of pressure to secure execution of Treaty. But 
we cannot join in pressure to obtain exclusive monopoly for particular 
transportation enterprise unless and until it 1s clearly established that pro- 
posed concession is necessary consequence of Treaty. We are not clear that 
present case satisfies that condition. We therefore think Allied intervention 
should be confined to advising Austrian Government to take action in best 
interests of international transport and that they should be otherwise left 
free to settle question of Wagon-Lits contract in any manner they think best. 


™ Not printed. 

2 In his immediately following telegram, No. 163, Lord Curzon said: ‘There is no British 
interest in Mitropa. Great Eastern Railway are negotiating to secure 40 per cent interest 
in order to preserve and improve their continental connections’. 
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No. 153 
Mr. Hohler (Budapest) to Earl Curzon (Recetved May 25) 


No. 334 [199556/1193/3] 7 
DAPEST 13, 1 
My Lord, BU » Udy 13, 1920 

I have the honour to transmit to Your Lordship, herewith, in reply to your 
despatch No. 159,! a further memorandum on the control and navigation 
of the Danube,? which has been prepared by Mr. Athelstan-Johnson, with 
whom I have discussed the question at great length. 

The European (Galatz) Commission has always shown the best results, 
and it would seem wise to follow, as closely as circumstances will allow, the 
system so happily adopted there, now that the whole river has become 
assimilated to the portion controlled by that commission by having become 
internationalized. Therefore I suggest that the non-riparian States should 
enjoy a power throughout the whole length of the river similar to that which 
they now exercise at its mouths. From a British point of view I consider that 
the importance of this point is greatly enhanced by the interest which British 
enterprise, with the concurrence of His Majesty’s Government, is taking in 
the navigation of the river. From the same point of view it seems to me a 
sound proposal that riparian States should only enjoy their full voting power 
when their special portion of the river is concerned. This procedure would 
go far to ensure an impartiality and a width of view which is practically 
indispensable if good results are to be achieved. Paragraph No. 7 of Colonel 
Baldwin’s memorandum: very appositely brings out this point: the works at 
the Iron Gates are of the greatest interest to all the riparian States, but it is 
to be anticipated that, once the utility and profit of the navigation of the 
Danube begins to be appreciated, all the riparian States will begin to clamour 
for the works to be carried out, but they will endeavour to argue that the cost 
must be borne by the riparian owners of that defile. Thus it is that there is, 
I suggest, such importance in giving the Great Powers a predominant and 
arbitral position, so that they may decide as to what works are necessary, 
where they shall be carried out, and how the expense shall be apportioned, 
as well as sanctioning works undertaken by riparian States which might 
have an influence on the navigability of the waters. This would embrace 
M. Le Grand’s proposal for a ‘caisse centrale’.* 

* Of April 22, not printed. This had acknowledged Budapest despatch No. 213 of April 4 
in which had been enclosed an undated memorandum by Mr. Athelstan-Johnson, Acting 
1st Secretary at the British High Commission, Budapest. Enclosed in Foreign Office 
despatch No. 159 had been (i) despatches Nos. 15 of March 1 (cf. No. 342 below) and 22 of 
April 19 from Col. Baldwin, H.M. representative on the European Commission of the 
Danube, (ii) an undated memorandum by M. Legrand (French representative on the Com- 
mission) which had been transmitted to the Foreign Office in Col. Baldwin’s despatch 
No. 22. 2 Not printed. 

3 A reference to Col. Baldwin’s despatch No. 15 of March 1 (see n. 1 above). 

¢ In his memorandum (see n. 1 above) M. Legrand had given his views on the future 
administration of the Danube, in the course of which he had proposed a levy of moderate 
taxes on navigation in order to provide a central fund to meet administrative expenses. 
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I notice that in the papers under consideration mention is made only of 
the Danube, but I believe I am right in thinking that this term includes also 
the great tributaries such as the Theiss, the Save, the Drave, etc. 

I have, &c., 
T. B. HoHLER 


No. 154 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Lindley (Vienna) 


No. 168 Telegraphic [196615/154178/3] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, May 15, 1920, 3 p.m. 
Your telegram No. 228 (of April goth:! Hungarian Communists in 
Austria.) 
Matter is one between Austrian Hungarian and Russian Government[s] 
and His Majesty’s Government cannot intervene.’ 
Repeated to Budapest No. 164. 


' No. 148. 

2 A minute by Mr. E. Phipps dated May | refers to Mr. Bonar Law’s having ‘stated in 
the House that “Obviously we should have no objection to it being done”’ (i.e. the interned 
members of the Bela Kun Govt. being sent to Russia)’, see 128 H.C. Deb. 5:s., col. 838, 
April 26, 1920. 


No. 155 
Mr. Hohler (Budapest) to Earl Curzon (Received May 24, 4.20 p.m.) 


No. 295 Telegraphic [199375/198076/3] 
BUDAPEST, May 20, 1920! 

I wish to emphasise very strongly last sentence of my despatch No. 304 of 
May 3rd. 

The prospects before new Bank are most favourable, but it is essential not 
merely in interests of this concern but of all future enterprises into which 
British capital is . . .ing3 to enter in this field which is new to it, that first 
large scheme should be a complete success, and that its reputation and 
prestige should be first rate from the very start. The Hungarians who are 
being selected for the Board inspire every confidence and it is most desirable 
that English members should be first rate men of real weight, authority, and 
character, as in the case of the Levant Company or Imperial and Foreign 
(? Corporation). 

Similarly it is earnestly to be hoped that New Company will not be made 
an object of mere speculation or profit making by sales of shares, as is being 
done with recently formed Italian Hungarian Bank. 


! The time of despatch is not recorded. 2 No. 150. 
3 The text is here uncertain. 
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It must be remembered that activities of Bank are by no means confined 
to Hungary, but have very extensive connections over whole of the Balkans 
and near East. (? Trade) activities of Bank are likely to have an important 
political influence in tending to break down the present artificial barriers set 
up by various countries of south (? of) Europe against one another and re- 
lieving economic situations which, bad everywhere, is [sic] worst of all here. 

I consider that success of all future British business here depends on success 
of this Bank responsibility+ for possible results, the other urging that General 
Cooke-Collis be relieved in interests of Anglo-Georgian good relations. Have 
reason to believe identical notes presented to French and Italian colleagues, 
who it is reported have agreed to support them. 

Despatch follows by mail. 

4 The words from here to the end of the telegram are printed as in the filed copy: they 
appear to have been transposed from Tiflis telegram No. 248 of May 23, 1920, which related 


to the affairs of Georgia. The original ending of Budapest telegram No. 295 has not been 
traced. 


No. 156 
Mr. Hohler (Budapest) to Earl Curzon (Received May 24, 5.30 p.m.) 


No. 301 Telegraphic [199594/1193/3] 


BUDAPEST, May 22, 1920! 
My despatch No. 342.2 

At invitation of Inter-Allied Military Mission as representing Council of 
Ambassadors I and my French and Italian colleagues attended meeting of 
Generals yesterday. French General as President of the day addressed us in 
language identical to that contained in my above-mentioned despatch. Speak- 
ing in the name of his colleagues he said he considered it was neither in 
accordance with justice nor with prime interests of the Entente, which call 
for durable peace here, that situation already very dangerous owing to large 
numbers of Magyars who were being placed under alien rule, should be 
aggravated by the fact that complaints of these people should receive no 
redress. The complaints were becoming more numerous every day and he 
quoted several stories reported in my immediately following telegram; and 
Inter-Allied Military Mission were able to obtain no satisfaction from Con- 
ference of Ambassadors, who appear merely to pass their messages on to 
archives, as they send no reply to them nor does any consequence ensue. 
(This complaint has continually been made to me by Inter-Allied Military 
Mission especially by General Graziani late French representative on the 
Mission.) The Authority of Generals in fact was limited to frontiers of 
Hungary and they were powerless to carry out their instructions which are 
‘to prevent any actions by Roumanians Serbians or Czechs lable to excite 


1 The time of despatch is not recorded. 2 Of May 16, not printed. 
3 Of May 22, not printed. 
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Hungarian national feeling’. Also complaints were falling more and more into 
a political rather than military category such as (? have) (? at least) . . .4 for 
by protection of minority (? clauses). Generals were no doubt conscious that 
no remedy was to be hoped for from any direct negotiations between Hun- 
gary and neighbouring Governments and pointed to the negative results 
achieved through Serbian Mission which has been here throughout. They 
had therefore thought it necessary to call us into agreement in order that 
united action might be taken in order to remedy what was rapidly becoming 
a very serious situation. 

After a prolonged discussion it was decided best course would be that the 
three High Commissioners should recommend to our Governments that we 
should be formed into an Inter-Allied political Mission representing singly 
political matters on Conference of Ambassadors in regard to this country, 
same way as Inter-Allied Military Mission has been and is doing in Military 
questions of Treaty of Peace. ..... ing (? simultaneously) to our Govern- 
ments which would issue such instructions under joint or identic telegrams as 
they might think fit either to us or to representatives of Entente in other 
countries especially of course Roumania, Czecho-Slovakia and Serbia; that 
we should act in closest harmony with leading Great Powers and should 
hold meetings in common at least once a week in order to ensure thorough 
liaison. 

My colleagues are telegraphing in similar sense to their Governments. I 
solicit early reply. 

Repeated to Paris. 


* The text from here to the end of the telegram is corrupt in several passages. The con- 
firmatory copy received later by bag read: ‘Also the complaints were falling ever more and 
more into a political rather than a military category, such as were provided for by the Pro- 
tection of Minority clauses. The Generals were absolutely of the opinion that no remedy 
was to be hoped for from any direct negotiations between Hungary and the neighbouring 
Governments and pointed to the very negative results achieved through the Serbian Mission 
which has been here throughout. They had therefore thought it necessary to call us in to 
consultation in order that united action might be taken in order to remedy what was 
rapidly becoming a very serious situation. After a prolonged discussion it was decided that 
the best course would be that the three High Commissioners should recommend to our 
Governments that we should be formed into an Interallied Political Mission, representing 
in political matters the Conference of Ambassadors, in exactly the same way as the IMM 
has been and is doing in military questions, reporting direct to the Conference; (informing 
simultaneously of course our Governments) which would issue such instructions under joint 
or identic telegrams as it might think fit, either to us or to the representatives of the Entente 
in other countries, especially of course, Roumania, Czecho-Slovakia and Serbia: that we 
should act in closest harmony with the Generals and should hold meetings in common at 
least once a week in order to ensure a thorough liaison. My colleagues are telegraphing in 
similar sense to their Governments. I solicit an early reply. Repeated to Paris.’ 


No. 157 


The Earl of Derby (Parts) to Earl Curzon (Received May 25) 
No. 613 Telegraphic: by bag [Confidentral/General/199/2] 


PARIS, May 22, 1920 

The Conference of Ambassadors met this morning under the Chairman- 
ship of M. Jules Cambon and considered the following questions: 

. 1 (5) M. Cambon communicated to the Conference the three Hun- 
garian notes which had been received the evening before:— (a) from the 
Hungarian Peace Delegation announcing their resignation ;? (5) and (c) from 
the Hungarian Government notifying their willingness to appoint pleni- 
potentiaries to sign the Treaty and authorising Mr. Prasnovski* to continue 
negotiations for this purpose. (Copies of these three notes are enclosed in 
my despatch No. __).5 It was decided that a reply should at once be sent 
inviting the Hungarian Government to appoint forthwith a plenipotentiary to 
sign the Treaty, but indicating that it was essential that such plenipotentiary 
should either be the head of the former Peace Delegation, i.e. Count Ap- 
ponyi, or else a responsible member of the Hungarian Government.® It was 
considered necessary to put in this proviso as I had gathered from Major 
Burrows, who is attached to the Hungarian Delegation,’ that otherwise the 
Hungarian Government would probably appoint M. Prasnovski as pleni- 
potentiary, and failing him a certain Baron de Lers a prominent permanent 
official of the Hungarian Foreign Office, but not a member of the Govern- 
ment. The Conference were of the opinion that neither of these persons 
could be accepted as plenipotentiaries. On the other hand there is, I gather, 
from Major Burrows, the possibility of Count Apponyi being willing to sign, 
notwithstanding the fact that he has resigned his position as Chief of the 
Hungarian Peace Delegation, and the Conference were of the opinion that he 
would be in every way acceptable as a plenipotentiary, in spite of the fact 
that he is not a member of the present Government. 

It was agreed that the 4th June should be fixed as the date of signature 
which will take place at the Trianon and that the Hungarian Delegation 
should be told that their plenipotentiary should submit his credentials some 
days in advance. I am informing His Majesty’s High Commissioner at 
Budapest of the above decisions of the Conference. . . .! 


1 The first four, and concluding sections referred to other matters. 

2 See The Hungarian Peace Negotiations, vol. ii, pp. 524-5. This note was dated May 16. 

3 Ibid., pp. 526-7. 

¢ Secretary-General of the Hungarian Peace Delegation. 

5 The reference should have been to despatch No. 1587 of May 22. Neither this covering 
despatch nor the 3 enclosures are printed. 

© See The Hungarian Peace Negotiations, vol. ii, p. 532. 

7 Major Burrows was British liaison officer with the Hungarian Peace Delegation. 


190 


—o eee eee £ 


No. 158 


Mr. Hohler (Budapest) to Earl Curzon (Received May 31, 5.15 p.m.) 
No. 310 Telegraphic [200880/1651 40/3] 
BUDAPEST, May 25, 1920! 


I have learnt through Labour Party Deputation? who are about to leave 
here that 1g Communists were killed on April 29th at Szolnok pretext being 
that they were endeavouring to escape: also that a body of men recently 
visited offices of lawyers defending Communists now about to be tried and 
carried off all their papers. 

I have remonstrated with Prime Minister in strongest terms pointing out 
that it is impossible for world at large to believe such (? excuses) even sup- 
posing they were actually true. 

Visit of party seems to have been a success though I am quite ignorant 
what opinions they have formed. 

They tell me however they are satisfied and have been given every 
possible facility and liberty. 

2 The time of despatch is not recorded. 

2 A British Joint Labour delegation of five persons had been invited by the Hungarian 
Prime Minister to visit Hungary and to inquire on the spot into allegations of persecutions 
of the working classes of Hungary. The delegation, appointed by the Trades Union Con- 
gress and the Labour Party, issued a report dated June 3, 1920, entitled The White Terror 
in Hungary. This report was published in July 1920. 

3 In his telegram No. 180 of June 3 (not printed) Lord Curzon approved Mr. Hohler’s 
action. 


No. 159 


Mr. Lindley (Vienna) to Earl Curzon (Received June 7) 


No. 317 [201939/194104/3] 
Confidential Vienna, May 26, 1920 
My Lord, 
I have the honour to report that an Austrian acquaintance of mine, whom 
I have reason to believe trustworthy, called this morning and informed me 
that Herr Ullstein, of the Berlin firm who publish the ‘Vossische Zeitung’ 
and other German papers, was now in Vienna negotiating for the purchase 
of the’ ‘Neue Freie Presse.’ He had called on my informant, who has made 
himself conspicuous by opposing the Anschluss, and offered him two million 
kronen if he would give up his opposition and not attempt to start another 
newspaper on the lines of the ‘Neuer Tag,’ which has now expired after an 
existence of six months devoted to opposing the Anschluss. My informant 
had refused the bribe. 
I also learn from the same source that Herr Hugo Stinnes! is negotiating 
for the purchase of the ‘Neues Wiener Tagblatt,’ and my informant added 
! A prominent German industrialist. 
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that the Germans had spent five million kronen on the ‘Deutscher Michel’ 
of Graz and a large sum on the ‘Alpenland’ of Innsbruck. In short, a regular 
campaign of newspaper buying was in progress and Dr. Rosenberg, the 
German Chargé d’Affaires at Vienna, had declared his confidence in 
the speedy success of the Anschluss campaign. My informant considered the 
situation very serious, as he believed that the Anschluss to Germany in her 
present form presented a grave danger to the peace of Europe and would 
inevitably upset the Czecho-Slovak State. 

I expressed the opinion that, so long as the Allies were opposed to the 
Anschluss and possessed the means which were still at their disposal to 
enforce their will on Germany and Austria, no Anschluss would, as a 
matter of fact, take place. I had always regarded the ‘Neue Freie Presse’ as 
a Berlin, rather than a Vienna, newspaper, and its attitude would hardly 
undergo any change even if it were to be acquired by Messrs. Ullstein. In 
reply to the implication that it behoved His Majesty’s Government to enter 
into competition with Germany in acquiring Austrian newspapers, I stated 
that I should never recommend such a course nor would His Majesty’s 
Government take my advice were I to do so. I had seen too much of the 
attempts of Governments to influence public opinion in foreign capitals by 
subsidising the press to think highly of a procedure which was not only 
against our best traditions, but which produced results in no way correspond- 
ing to the outlay involved. 

I have thought it worth while to report the above, because there seems no 
doubt that the Germans are doing a great deal in Austria to strengthen the 
conviction of the majority of Austrians that the only hope for the future lies 
in union with Germany. I had the honour to address your Lordship on this 
subject in my despatch No. 192 of the rst April.? 

I have, &c., 
F. O. LINDLEY 
2 No. 136. 


No. 160 
Mr, Hohler (Budapest) to Earl Curzon (Received June 2, 7 p.m.) 
No. 328 Telegraphic [201353/200456/3] 


BUDAPEST, June I, 1920! 

(? Your telegram No. 1) 75.2 

Bauer is here and also German named Gehricke and Stumm, though I 
cannot yet hear of Ehrhardt. French (? Military) mission who have secret 
service informs me that there are about twenty here altogether and that they 
came to escape prosecution in Germany on account of their participation in 
the coup d’ état. 

? The time of despatch is not recorded. 

2 i.e. No. 175 of May 27 (not printed) in which Mr. Hohler was asked to confirm a report 


that Col. Bauer, one of the chief promoters of the Kapp ‘Putsch’ in Germany (see Vol. IX, 
Chap. II), and Capt. Ehrhardt (see Vol. IX, No. 443) were in Budapest. 
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No. 161 
Mr. Lindley (Vienna) to Earl Curzon (Received Fune 7) 
No. 329 [201950/168474/3] 


My Lord, | 

I have the honour to report, with reference to Your Lordship’s Despatch 
No. 280. (193158/3) of April 23rd! that the State Chancellor informed me 
last night that Colonel Grenfell’s group had now definitely acquired an in- 
terest in the Donau-Dampfschiffsgesellschaft and the Siiddeutsche Damp/[f]- 
schiffsgesellschaft and that the negotiations were concluded. I called Doctor 
Renner’s attention to the fact that the Austrian Government’s holding in 
the latter Company was subject to Reparations and that the Reparations 
Commission would have the last word in deciding as to the validity of the 
transaction. 

Apart from this point I venture the opinion that it should be of the greatest 
benefit to all the riverain States and to British trade that an English Com- 
pany should operate on the Danube; and I trust that it will not be long 
before the group form a London Company to work the vessels which they 
have acquired from private firms under the British flag. 

I have, &c., 
F. O. LINDLEY 


VIENNA, June I, 1920 


' Not printed. 


No. 162 


The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received June 7) 


No. 1717 [202108/1193/3]| 
PARIS, June 2, 1920 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to refer to my despatch No. 1655 of May 31st,! regarding 
the possibility of invoking the intervention of the Council of the League of 
Nations for the protection of Hungarian Minorities in territories ceded to 
Roumania, Czecho-Slovakia and Yougo-Slavia by the Treaty of Peace with 
Austria or, to be ceded, by the Treaty of Peace with Hungary. I now trans- 
mit the accompanying copy of a telegram addressed by the Interallied 
Military Mission at Budapest to the Conference of Ambassadors,? suggesting 
the appointment on each frontier of Mixed Military Commissions composed 
of Allied officers and officers of the interested States, with a view to settling on 
the spot questions of detail resulting from the bad relations between Hungary 
and the border States. 

I realise that, should the suggestion contained in my above-mentioned 
despatch be approved, a considerable interval will nevertheless elapse before 
the Council of the League reaches a decision as to intervention and, on the 


t Not printed. 2 Of May 26, not printed. 
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supposition that the decision is a favourable one, before the Council brings 
its influence actually to bear. In these circumstances, the solution recom- 
mended in the Interallied Military Mission’s enclosed telegram might with 
advantage be adopted as a temporary measure, provided however, the 
officers required are not too numerous and can be supplied by the Govern- 
ments of the three Principal Allies. 

I therefore venture to suggest for Your Lordship’s approval that I should 
arrange for the enclosed telegram to be brought up for discussion by the 
Conference of Ambassadors at an early date and that I should then propose 
that before a final decision is taken by the Conference, the Interallied Mili- 
tary Mission should be asked to report on the number of officers required and 
the localities to which it is proposed to send them. 

I have, &c., 
DERBY 


No. 163 


Earl Curzon to Mr. Hohler (Budapest) 
No. 185 Telegraphic [200881 /1193/3] 


Secret FOREIGN OFFICE, June 3, 1920, 10 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 313 of the 26th May! (Nomination of Archduke Joseph). 

Objections of His Majesty’s Government remain as valid as ever. See my 
telegram No. 35 of the 29th January last.2, The matter was dealt with in 
resolution of Ambassadors’ Conference of 3rd [2nd] February which was 
communicated at the time to all the governments concerned and published 
in the press (see my despatch No. 33 of February 6th).3 

I am loth to believe that French are acting in a sense quite contrary to their 
official assurances but in any case I see no reason to depart from the policy 
hitherto consistently adopted by His Majesty’s Government. You should 
give no encouragement whatsoever to these intrigues, the success of which 
might endanger the whole peace settlement of the Danubian states and 
prevent any peaceful economic agreement between the neighbouring states. 


1 Not printed. In this telegram Mr. Hohler had reported that the Acting French High 
Commissioner had ‘told a friend of Mr. Humphreys [British Commercial Commissioner in 
Hungary] that his Government were entirely in favour of nomination of Archduke Joseph 
as King of Hungary’. 

2 No. 75. 

3 No. 80 had been repeated by the Foreign Office on Feb. 6 to Budapest as despatch 
No. 33. 
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No. 164 


Earl Curzon to Mr. Hohler (Budapest) 
No. 187 Telegraphic [201353/200456/3] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, June 5, 1920, 7 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 328 (of 1st June:' German militarists in Budapest), 
and telegram No. 645 to Paris/Rome? repeated to you. 

As soon as your French and Italian colleagues have received their in- 
structions please concert with them at once in presentation of joint note to 
Hungarian Government calling on them in most categorical terms to expel 
these persons immediately from Hungary, since their presence there will not 
be tolerated. 

Repeated to Paris No. 644 and Rome No. 241. 


™ No. 160. 2 Of June 5, not printed. 


No. 165 


The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received June 9) 
No. 674 Telegraphic: by bag [Confidential/General/199/2] 
PARIS, June 5, 1920 


The Conference of Ambassadors met this morning and again this after- 
noon, under the presidency of M. Jules Cambon, and considered the follow- 
ing questions: 

. 16. The Conference approved certain rulings, decided upon by the 
Inter-Allied Military Commission of Versailles, for communication to the 
Austrian Military Commission of Control with regard to the constitution and 
enlistment of the Austrian Army of 30,000 men provided for by the Treaty 
of St. Germain. (Copy of these rulings are enclosed in my despatch No. 
1763).2 

7. The Conference accepted a ruling laid down by the Inter-Allied 
Military Commission of Versailles for communication to the Austrian 
Military Commission of Control respecting the alienation and transporta- 
tion of war material in Austria. This ruling will be found in my despatch 
No. 1763. According to this ruling, apart from the question which is still 
to be settled as to whether Austria is bound by the Treaty of St. Germain 
from the moment that she ratified it, it is laid down that as Austria has not 
yet fulfilled the obligations imposed by the Armistice of the 3rd November 
1918, she is not authorised to dispose of any war material until the clauses 
of that Armistice have been completely fulfilled. This ruling will be com- 
municated not only to the Military Commission of Control, but also to the 


! The preceding sections reported discussion on other matters. 
2 Of June 8, not printed. 
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Austrian Government, who will be requested at the same time to supply the 
Commission of Control with a list of all the guns and other war material 
which have been sold or broken up since the Armistice. 

The United States Ambassador objected to Austria being prevented from 
selling her war material on the ground that the Allies were thereby preventing 
her from raising money for the relief of her destitute population and from 
utilising in her factories, which were at present idle, machinery and raw 
material derived from the break-up of her war material. The Conference 
and Marshal Foch assured Mr. Wallace that it was in no way their intention 
to enforce the treaty in such a way as to hamper the relief and reconstruction 
of Austria, but it was obviously essential to insist upon the execution of the 
Treaty, and for that purpose the Military Commission of Control must take 
over supplies of war material and dispose of them as they thought best. If 
Austria, on the other hand, contrary to the terms of the Treaty, was allowed 
to dispose of her war material without any Allied control, there was danger 
not only that she would dissipate a valuable asset, but also that the neigh- 
bouring states would obtain far more war material than in the present 
circumstances was good for them. In order, however, to meet Mr. Wallace’s 
views, the Conference adopted the resolution which is to be added to the 
rulings of the Versailles Commission, and to be communicated to the Com- 
missions of Control, whereby the latter are instructed to place themselves in 
communication with the Reparations Commission which has just been set 
up in Vienna, with a view to authorising the sale of war material and scrap 
wherever possible, for the purpose of assisting in the relief of the destitute 
population of Austria. 

In the meanwhile it is evident that the Austrian Government have allowed 
the sale of a great deal of their war material, and practically all of their 
aeronautical material, notwithstanding the resolutions adopted by the Con- 
ference of Ambassadors on the subject of the rst April3 and the rst May.‘ 
I again called attention to the fact that the French Chargé d’Affaires had 
never received instructions to make representations to the Austrian Govern- 
ment in the sense of the resolution of the rst April (see paragraph 4 of 
Mr. Lindley’s telegram to you No. 237).5 M. Cambon had no explanation 
to offer for this continual omission. The Italian Ambassador also called atten- 
tion to the fact that the resolution of the Conference of the rst May (see my 
telegram No. 530 paragraph 8) calling upon the Austrian Government to 
place their depots of war material under the supervision of the Commission 
of Control, had never been communicated directly by the Secretariat General 
to the Austrian Government, but only through the Commissions of Control. 

8. The Conference decided to request the Inter-Allied Military Commis- 
sion of Versailles to draw up a list of decisions taken with regard to the execu- 
tion of the military and aeronautical clauses of the German treaty, which will 
probably be applicable in the case of the execution of the Austrian treaty, 


3 See No. 145, n. 3. 
4 See No. 149, § 8. 
5 Of May 15, not printed. For the previous occasion sce No. 151. 
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so that they may be communicated to the Austrian Commissions of Control 
for their guidance. . . .6 


6 The subsequent sections reported discussion on other matters. 


No. 166 


Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) to Earl Curzon (Received Fune 11, 12.45 p.m.) 
No. 237 Telegraphic [203109/151922/22] 


ROME, June 10, 1920, 10.15 p.m. 

My telegram No. 234.! 

I think it might be well for a hint to be given to British press not to write 
in disparaging terms about Giolitti should he as seems inevitable now return 
to power. The Italian public is at present peculiarly sensitive to anything in 
shape of foreign interference with its internal affairs and French Ambassador 
was yesterday made subject of attack by socialist speaker in chamber on 
account of part which he is supposed to have played in recent crisis. We shall 
have to make the best of a bad bargain and endeavour to establish close 
relations with whatever Government may be formed. 


t Of June ro, not printed. In this Sir G. Buchanan had reported an interview that day 
with the Minister for Foreign Affairs following the announcement of the resignation of 
Signor Nitti’s government on June g. Signor Scialoja had stated that Signor Giolitti, who 
had been Italian Prime Minister 1911-14, would almost certainly be charged with the 
formation of a new government. 


No. 167 
Mr. Lindley (Vienna) to Earl Curzon (Received June 12, 12.30 p.m.) 
No. 260 Telagraphic [203374/5445/3] 


VIENNA, June II, 1920, 7 p.m. 

My telegram No. 260! today’s date. 

Whole Cabinet resigned today, but will direct affairs pending formation 
of new Government. 

General opinion is that a Coalition Government of some kind is unavoid- 
able, but there is a considerable number who believe that proposals take 
form of both parties agreeing on a programme to be carried out by a Cabinet 
of officials. 

It is hoped in this way to avoid personal difficulties, but I doubt whether 
Social democrats would agree to support such a Cabinet. 

A party of (. . .)er? asked me today what attitude of His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment would be as outlined above. I said attitude of His Majesty’s Gov- 
ernment towards Austria was not influenced by complexion of Government 


t *? 259’ has been pencilled on the filed copy. Cf. No. 171 below, nn. 1 and 2. 
2 The text is here uncertain. 
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provided it was legally constituted, loyally carried out Treaty, and had 
nothing to do with Hapsburgs.3 


3 Mr. Lindley’s language in this last paragraph was approved in Foreign Office telegram 
No. 183 of June 15, not printed. 


No. 168 


Mr. Russell' (Berne) to Earl Curzon (Received June 12, 4 p.m.) 


No. 82 Telegraphic [203394/1193/3] 
BERNE, june 11, 1920, 8.15 p.m. 


Assistant Military Attaché has been informed by his Serbian colleague who 
claims to have good Swiss source of information in Prangins? that great 
pressure is being brought to bear on ex-Emperor of Austria by Hungarian 
supporters to appear in Budapest at an early date. It is stated that decision 
is likely to be taken within next few days and in opinion of informant ex- 
Emperor is showing signs of yielding. 

I am endeavouring to obtain confirmation. 

Repeated to Budapest. 


1 H.M. Minister at Berne. 
2 The Chateau de Prangins in Switzerland was a property belonging to the ex-Emperor 
of Austria. 


No. 169 


Earl Curzon to the Earl of Derby (Paris) 
No. 1970 [202108/1193/3] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, June II, 1920 
My Lord, 

I have received your Lordship’s despatch No. 1655 of the gist ultimo,? 
proposing that instructions should be sent to the British Representative on 
the Council of the League of Nations to raise the question of the ‘infringe- 
ment or danger of infringement’ of the provisions of the three ‘Minorities’ 
treaties, so far as the Hungarian religious and racial minorities are con- 
cerned, or that, alternatively, this proposal should be made to the Council 
of the League of Nations by the Ambassadors’ Conference. 

2. On consideration, I have grave doubts whether it would be possible to 
approve such a course for dealing with the present difficulties between 
Hungary and the neighbouring states. The treaty of peace with Hungary 
has indeed been signed,? but it has not yet been ratified, and therefore the 
League of Nations could not be considered as having any proper functions 


* Not printed. Cf. No. 162, 1st paragraph. 
2 The Treaty of Trianon had been signed on June 4, 1920. The text is printed in 
B.F.S.P., vol. 113, pp. 486-645. 
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to fulfil in regard to a question which only comes within its competence when 
once that treaty has come into force. The moment does not therefore seem 
opportune for approaching the League of Nations in this matter. 

3. No improvement in the situation is likely to take place till the treaty of 
peace with Hungary has been ratified by that country, as well as by the 
neighbouring states. It is most desirable that this ratification should be 
effected and the treaty become operative at the earliest possible moment. If 
in the meantime special interim methods of dealing with alleged Hungarian 
grievances by some interallied machinery are considered necessary, I should 
prefer that His Majesty’s Government should not take the initiative in sug- 
gesting the procedure to be followed. In view of the intrigues to which I have 
unfortunately good ground to believe both the French and the Italian 
Governments have lent themselves in their relations with the Hungarians, it 
is far preferable that it should be left to one or the other of these Governments 
to propose to the Conference of Ambassadors the steps they consider best 
adapted to bring about an improvement in the situation. 

4. In the event of the French or Italian Governments submitting to the 
Ambassadors’ Conference proposals to this effect it would be well that Your 
Lordship should be in a position to consider the matter with knowledge of 
the views of the competent departments concerned, and I am accordingly 
addressing the War Office and Treasury with regard to the proposal con- 
tained in Mr. Hohler’s telegrams No. 318 of the 27th ultimo} and No. 345 
of the 5th instant,* copies of which I transmit to your Lordship herewith. 
I am anxious, before the matter is discussed by the Conference, to be made 
more fully acquainted with the details of the proposals made by the Inter- 
allied Military Mission at Budapest, to set up a series of mixed frontier 
commissions to settle disputes between the neighbouring States, and I am re- 
questing Mr. Hohler to furnish me with full information as to the numbers of 
officers and of cars that would be required for the purpose of these com- 
missions, and the expense which would be thereby entailed. 

5. So soon as the information which I require on these points has reached 
me, I shall inform Your Lordship of the facts and the conclusions at which I 
shall have arrived; and it might then be possible, if the French or Italian 
Representative on the Ambassadors’ Conference proposes it, to consider 
the feasibility of acting on the proposal made by the Interallied Military 
Mission and the Allied High Commissioners at Budapest.5 

6. I see no objection in the meantime to Your Lordship proposing to 
the Conference that they should consider all complaints, either from the 


3 Not printed. This reported the suggestion put forward by the Meeting of the Inter- 
Allied Military Mission in Budapest on May 26 and referred to in No. 162. 

+ Not printed. 

§ In his telegram No. 778 of June 30 Lord Derby reported that at the meeting of the 
Conference of Ambassadors that morning he had expressed his doubt whether H.M.G. 
‘would agree to the considerable increase in personnel and expense which would undoubtedly 
be necessary, and the Italian Ambassador said his Government would certainly not do so. 
In view of this it was decided that the Commission should be instructed to do their best with 
the means at their disposal.’ 
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Hungarian Government or from the neighbouring Governments in cases where 
the Hungarian Government could show that it had tried to settle the matter 
directly with the other Government interested and had failed to do so. 
That direct negotiations between the Governments concerned is the proper 
method of solution of the difficulties that arise, I have always maintained 
and I observe that Your Excellency in your despatch No. 1347 of the 3rd 
ultimo favoured such a solution. Should it prove inadequate, a recourse 
might subsequently be made to the methods proposed by the Allied Missions 
at Budapest and now under consideration. 

7. I am sending a copy of this despatch to His Majesty’s High Commis- 
sioner at Budapest. 

Iam, &c., 
CurZON OF KEDLESTON 


No. 170 


Mr. Hohler (Budapest) to Earl Curzon (Received Fune 18) 


No. 418 [204555/165140/3] 
BUDAPEST, June II, 1920 
My Lord, 

My attention has been drawn to a report which has appeared in the press 
of the 7th instant by the British Labour Delegation, which recently visited 
this country, and in particular to the statements regarding the nature of the 
‘Brachial gewalt.’! 

The report correctly describes myself as having stated that I understood 
that the ‘formations’ were irregular bands not under the direct control of 
the Government, and that, on the same day, the Delegates were informed by 
the Prime Minister? and the Governor? that the officers named were in the 
pay of the Government; the latter stating that Héyjas, Pronay and Ostenburg 
were his best officers. My understanding of the matter was as described, and 
I was much surprised to find myself incorrect. I consequently took an early 
opportunity of enquiring of the Minister for Foreign Affairs what the exact 
state of things was: Count Teleki informed me that there were three different 
classes of ‘formations.’ Some, in fact, were irregular volunteer organisations 
under no direct control; others were directly under the orders of the Governor; 
and others again were under the orders of the Minister of National Defence, 
1.e. under constitutional authority. 

The Delegates take objection to the statement I made that, in the month 

t Cf. No. 158, n. 2. The ‘Brachial Gewalt’ were special military police, of whom Mr. 
Hohler had written in an earlier despatch (No. 385 of May go): ‘I had been under the im- 
pression that the “‘Brachial Gewalt”’ was a fluid and unofficial organisation, which took the 
law into its own hands, but I find that it is recognised and paid by the Government. It is 
mainly composed of demobilized officers of whom there are great numbers, and for whom 
some employment with the attendant pay has to be found.’ 

2 M. Simonyi-Semadam, who had taken office as Prime Minister on March 16. 

3 Admiral Horthy had been elected Regent of Hungary on March 1. 
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of February last, there was no ‘terror’ in this country.* I adhere entirely to 
the statement which I then made. It was my decided opinion that, at that 
time and for long after, there was no ‘terror,’ though there were isolated acts 
—TI believe very few—of outrage. It is now a little over two weeks, coinciding 
with the approach of the signature of the Peace Treaty, that a ‘terror’ did 
begin to make its appearance, and IJ have the honour to draw Your Lord- 
ship’s attention to my despatch No. 400 of the 6th instant.5 Very serious 
cases of outrage and murder by some organised mobs were reported to me 
from the most reliable sources, and on the 4th and 5th instant I obtained 
interviews with the Hungarian Prime Minister and Minister for Foreign 
Affairs, and spoke to them in the strongest terms of the only results which 
could ensure [? ensue] were such outrages to continue. On the latter date the 
matter was brought under discussion at a joint meeting of the High Com- 
missioners and the Inter-Allied Military Mission, with the result that I and 
my colleagues addressed identic telegrams to our respective Governments, 
requesting authorisation to make a joint representation to the Hungarian 
Government on the subject.® I have to-day received your telegram authoris- 
ing me to take part in such a representation if I believe it will tend to the 
better maintenance of order.”? I am happy to say that since the strong repre- 
sentations I made a week ago,?® I have heard of no further cascs of such out- 
rage, and the matter is as you have been made aware by other despatches 
from this High Commission, the subject of extremely serious debate in the 
Hungarian Cabinet and Chamber. I have every belief that the joint repre- 
sentation in which I am now authorised to take part will materially assist the 
constitutional authorities against the encroachments of the younger mem- 
bers of the Military Party. As I have throughout explained, the position of 
Admiral Horthy, the Governor, is extremely difficult. He himself is a man of 
great moderation and good sense, but he is obliged on the one hand to con- 
trol and check the machinations of the Bolsheviks or Communists, whose 
activity continues unabated, and on the other hand, that of the extreme 
reaction against these people, that 1s to say, the younger soldiers who compose 
the ‘formations.’ It must be remembered that Admiral Horthy had to build 
up the Hungarian National Army entirely anew at the time when he was at 
Szegedin,? for at that time the old army had entirely disappeared. He is thus 
under a great debt to those who gave him their assistance at a moment of the 
utmost danger and difficulty. I have constantly warned him from the very 
beginning, but especially from the time of the murder of M. Somogyi,'° 


4 See Cmd. 673, No. 1. 5 Not printed. 

6 Budapest telegram No. 343 of June 5, not printed. 

7 Foreign Office telegram No. 195 of June 9g, not printed. 

8 To the Hungarian Prime Minister and Minister for Foreign Affairs on June 5, as 
reported by Mr. Hohler in his telegram No. 370 of June 12, not printed. 

9° A Hungarian political group in opposition to the regime of M. Béle Kun had been 
formed at Szeged in May 1919 and constituted itself as a government in which Admiral 
Horthy held the post of Minister of War. 

10 The body of M. Somogyi, editor of the Social Democratic newspaper Népszava, had been 
found in the Danube on Feb. 20. 
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against the danger into which these old loyal adherents of his would bring 
him, and I have reason to believe that he has decided at last to take definite 
action in accordance with my advice. I trust I shall be in a position to inform 
Your Lordship definitely regarding this to-morrow.” 

In the meantime, it is obviously immaterial whether the ‘formations’ are 
regular and paid by the Government or not, so long as outrages are not 
committed, for the one thing is a technicality, whilst the other is a reality. 
I hardly need state that I have taken every step in my power to prevent the 
latter, even to the point of provoking complaints from the Hungarian Govern- 
ment that I was interfering in the internal affairs of the country. It is, there- 
fore, very satisfactory that joint action is now being taken by my colleagues, 
together with myself.!2 

I have, &c., 
T. B. HOHLER 


1! In his despatch No. 421 of June 12 Mr. Hohler reported the measures decided upon by 
Admiral Horthy and the Hungarian Cabinet to prevent military interference with civil 
government. 

12 The text of the joint representation of June 12 is printed in Deak, No. 352. 


No. 171 
Earl Curzon to Sir G. Grahame (Parts) 


No. 699 Telegraphic [203366/5445/3] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, June 15, 1920, 5 p.m. 


Vienna telegram No. 259 (of June rith).? 

Last paragraph shows clearly danger of delay in ratifying Austrian Peace 
Treaty.? 

Please represent matter to French Government and urge on them strong 
necessity for earliest possible ratification.3 You should at the same time 
request them to explain delay and to state what obstacle still impedes 


progress. 


' Not printed. 

2 In this paragraph Mr. Lindley had referred again to the desirability of the disarma- 
ment of rival factions in Austria by the Allied Commission of Military Control. He con- 
cluded: ‘It is now difficult of accomplishment and incomprehensible delay in ratifying 
treaty has in this and in other respects had most deplorable effect in Austria and in all 
Central Europe.’ 

3 In his telegram No. 742 of June 1g (not printed) Lord Derby reported that he had at 
a meeting of the Conference of Ambassadors that morning again pressed for early French 
ratification and that M. Cambon had said that ‘it would strengthen his hand if the Con- 
ference passed a formal resolution which it accordingly did’. The ratification of the Treaty 
was approved by the French Senate on June 30. 
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No. 172 


Mr. Lindley (Vienna) to Earl Curzon (Received June 16, 6.30 p.m.) 
No. 270 Telegraphic [204088/1651 40/3] 
| VIENNA, June 16, 1920, 2 p.m. 


My despatch[es] No. 38 January 24th,' No. 83 February 11th' and my 
telegram No. 170 March 25th.? 

Military Attaché has received another appeal from wife of Peter Agoston 
who is to be tried at end of this month at Budapest. Military Attaché con- 
siders certain moral responsibility rests with Allied representatives for safety 
of persons named by them as participants in Government which it was pro- 
posed should take place of Bela Kun’s last Government. 

I know Colonel Wedgwood’s delegation} took this view and case is likely 
to attract great attention. 

Repeated to Budapest. 

' Not printed. Cf. No. 131. 2 No. 132. 

3 Colonel Wedgwood, M.P., was a member of the joint delegation appointed by the 
Trades Union Council and the Labour Party to go to Hungary at the invitation of the 
Hungarian Prime Minister to enquire into allegations of persecution of the working classes 
in Hungary; see No. 158, n. 2, and No. 170. 


No. 173 


Str G. Buchanan (Rome) to Earl Curzon (Received June 18, 10 a.m.) 
No. 255 Telegraphic [204503/151922/22] 


ROME, june 17, 1920, 8.50 p.m. 

My telegram No. 254.! 

President of Council? came to see me this afternoon. He frankly admitted 
that he had been opposed to Italy’s entrance into the war and had effaced 
himself ever since so as not to cause trouble. Office had been now pressed on 
him but his acceptance of it would not entail any change in Italy’s foreign 
policy. Great Britain and Italy had always been friends and it was his 
sincere wish to maintain closest possible relations with His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment. Grave internal situation and necessity of passing through Chamber 
important financial and other measures would, he regretted to say, render 
it impossible for him to assist personally at any meeting or conference with 
Allied Prime Ministers so long as Chamber was in session. He had no inten- 
tion of repeating mistakes of Nitti, more especially in matter of bread 
subsidy, of having constant recourse to Royal decrees and he therefore 
intended to keep chamber sitting till end of July. Though there was no 
danger of revolution, internal situation had been allowed to get so out of 

™ Vol. IX, No. 530. 


2 Signor Giolitti, who had formed a new ministry on June 14 with Count Sforza as 
Minister for Foreign Affairs. 
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hand, and this was more especially the case as regards railways that it would 
take some time to restore order and discipline. He did not however despair 
of eventually doing so. He believed that he would be able to count on sup- 
port of considerable majority of Chamber and though they might vote 
against him, moderate socialists were really in sympathy with him. 

As regards Adriatic question, he admitted that statement made in press— 
see my telegram No. 2463—represented his views. 

On my remarking that Italy, like nearly all countries, was faced with so 
many difficulties both at home and abroad, that it would this day be a 
mistake for her to add to those difficulties by accepting fresh responsibilities 
such as those which would arise out of application of Pact of London and 
mandate for Albania, he said he quite shared my views. He did not want 
mandate for Albania and country would he believed be content with Valona 
with minimum of territory to secure its safety. 

On leaving, he expressed hope that relations with each other would 
always be marked by mutual confidence and frankness—a wish I cordially 
reciprocated. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs who called later informed me that it had now 
been definitely decided that he should represent President of Council, both 
at Boulogne and Brussels meetings as well as at Spa Conference. 

3 Of June 15, not printed. The statement included a passage to the effect that the solu- 
tion of the Fiume question must be sought with all reasonable speed and could only take 
the form of an understanding with Signor D’Annunzio and of the substitution of regular 
troops for his forces. Lord Curzon minuted: ‘I am astonished that Sir G. Buchanan allowed 
him to express these views about Fiume without a word of protest. It is a most immoral 


proposal and I at any rate will give it no support. C. 19/6.’ 
4 For proceedings at these Conferences see Vol. VIII, Chaps. V, VII, and VIII. 


No. 174 
Sir G. Clerk (Prague) to Earl Curzon (Received Fune 23, 3 p.m.) 


No. 114 Telegraphic [205493/195979/3] 


PRAGUE, June 21, 1920, 8.20 p.m. 

Mr. Hohler’s telegram No. 368.? 

Czecho-Slovak Government have now furnished reply relative to supplies 
of coke and pig-iron for Messrs. Clayton and Shuttleworth’s works in Buda- 
pest? and have promised to enquire into the matter. At the same time they 
state that all exports of coke and pig-iron are forbidden except against com- 
pensation and they are clearly unwilling to make any exception in favour of 
this firm. 

In this connection I would venture to point out that frequent interventions 
which this Legation is asked by Vienna, Budapest and by private firms to 

' Of June 11, not printed. 

2 Budapest despatch No. 279 of April 26 (not printed) had forwarded a letter from the 


firm of Hofherr-Schrantz and Clayton-Shuttleworth stating that they would be forced to 
close their works if the supplics ordered from Bratislava were not forthcoming. 
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make on behalf of individual firms and interests in Austria and Hungary are 
far from agreeable. Great Britain herself has supplied little or nothing to.. .3 
in the shape of raw material and such interventions are rarely successful and 
only serve to foster the sentiment already prevalent here that British economic 
policy in Central Europe is pro-Hungarian and pro-Austrian. 

Although stronger economically than their neighbours Czechs themselves 
are by no means in a flourishing state of prosperity. Many of their own 
factories are working far below their normal capacity mainly owing to coal 
shortage. Their finances are in a weak state and they are naturally averse 
from exporting to countries with a weaker exchange than their own. Further, 
they contend that many of goods already exported to Austria have been re- 
exported by latter country. 

I would most respectfully suggest that if Allied interests demand a larger 
share of Czecho-Slovak exports for Austria, such a policy would be more 
easily secured by combined action and negotiation with Czecho-Slovak 
Government. 

At present my French, Italian and United States Colleagues are not called 
upon to make such interventions and onus of unpopularity falls entirely on us. 


3 The text is here uncertain. 


No. 175 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Athelstan-Fohnson' (Budapest) 
No. 202 Telegraphic [204088/165140/3] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, June 21, 1920, 9 p.m. 


Mr. Lindley’s telegram No. 270 repeated to you (of June 16th;? Trial of 
Peter Agoston). 

Please impress unofficially upon the Hungarian Prime Minister the great 
harm that will be done to Hungary’s reputation abroad if there is any 
suspicion of political reveng[e] about this trial. 

Repeated to Vienna No. 186. 


? Acting British High Commissioner at Budapest, June 17—Dec. 14, 1920. 2 No. 172. 


No. 176 


Mr. Athelstan-Fohnson (Budapest) to Earl Curzon' 
No. 390 Telegraphic [206460/200456/3] 


BUDAPEST, June 23, 1920! 
Your tel. No. 187.? 
I brought up matter of making a joint representation in the sense directed 
at Interallied Military Mission to-day. 


' The date and time of receipt and the time of despatch are not recorded. 2 No. 164. 
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My French colleague had received instructions to make a mild remon- 
strance but my Italian Colleague had been instructed by his Government not 
to concert with us. 

He pointed out that we lay ourselves open to a counter demand from the 
Hungarian Government for the expulsion of Bela Kun and his adherents 
from Austria. 

My French colleague and I thought it therefore better to refer the question 
back to our Governments and I await further instructions.3 


3 In accordance with the instructions of their Governments the Acting British and 
French High Commissioners handed a joint note to the Minister for Foreign Affairs on 
July 24 calling on the Hungarian Government to expel the German militarists. A copy of 
this note was transmitted to the Foreign Office in Budapest despatch No. 546 of July 28. 


No. 177 


The Earl of Derby (Parts) to Earl Curzon (Received June 25) 
No. 751 Telegraphic: by bag [Confidential/General/199/2] 


PARIS, June 23, 1920 


A meeting of the Conference of Ambassadors was held this morning at the 
Quai d’Orsay, Monsieur Cambon being in the Chair, and Count Van- 
nutelli Rey replacing the Italian Ambassador who was absent: 


. (4) The Conference considered a report regarding the destruction 
of Austrian war material, and the application to Austria of decisions already 
taken in connection with German war material. A copy of this report is 
being sent in my despatch No. 1989 of today’s date.? In regard to the former 
of the two points, the recommendation of the Military Committee had been 
taken in ignorance of the decision of the Ambassadors’ Conference of June 5th 
that material susceptible of civil use should not be destroyed, but should be 
sold to the Austrian Section of the Reparations Commission in order to 
facilitate supplies of food to Austria,3 and required the necessary modification 
in order to bring it into line with that decision. The Italian representative, 
however, insisted on reserving the whole question of destruction of Austrian 
war material for instructions from his Government. 

In regard to the application to Austria of decisions taken in connection 
with German material, I said I was averse from this being taken as a hard 
and fast rule, as no one could say in advance what points the Austrians might 
raise. Colonel Georges said that it was merely intended to be a guiding 
principle and that the Austrians could of course re-open any of these points. 
On this understanding the recommendations were accepted. 

Section 3 of this part of the report, referring to the aerial clauses, contained 
distinct recommendations to dispose of points which had already been raised, 
and these therefore were definitely adopted as final. . . .! 


t The omitted sections reported discussion on other matters. 
2 Not printed. The Report was dated June 12. 3 See No. 165. 


206 


No. 178 
Earl Curzon to the Earl of Derby (Paris) 


No. 2146 [205038/165140/3] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, June 24, 1920 
My Lord, 

I transmit herewith, for Your Excellency’s information, copies of the two 
telegrams Nos. 271! and 274? of the 19th and 22nd [sic] instant respectively, 
from His Majesty’s High Commissioner at Vienna, together with a copy of a 
telegram No. 378 of the 18th instant from His Majesty’s High Commissioner 
at Budapest, dealing with the proposed boycott of Hungary decided on by 
railway and postal officials in Austria, in accordance with the resolution of the 
International Conference of Transport Workers at Amsterdam.‘ 

2. I consider that this boycott will have the most deplorable effect on the 
economic position of the Danubian States, and will severely hamper the 
efforts which are being made in the way of reconstruction. It is a delicate 
matter for His Majesty’s Government to take the initiative in but it appears 
to me so important that everything that is possible should be done to avert 
the catastrophe which threatens that I should be glad if Your Excellency 
would call the urgent attention of the Ambassadors’ Conference to the 
seriousness of the situation and propose to them that, if your French and 
Italian colleagues concur, identic instructions should be sent to the diplomatic 
representatives of the three powers at Vienna to request immediate explana- 
tions from the Austrian Government of their employees’ proceedings. 

g. I am sending a copy of this despatch to His Majesty’s High Com- 
missioners at Vienna and Budapest. 

Iam, &c., 
(for the Secretary of State), 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 

t Of June 18, received June 1g, not printed. This had reported the decision of the 
Austrian railway, postal, and telegraphic unions to allow no goods to pass into Hungary on 
and after June 20. Cf. No. 219 below. 


2 Of June 19, received June 21, not printed. 3 Not printed. 
4 The boycott actually began on June 20. For documents relating to it, see Deak, pp. 371- 


550 passim. 
No. 179 


Mr. Lindley (Vienna) to Earl Curzon (Received June 26, 6.10 p.m.) 
No. 284 Telegraphic [206077/165140/3] 


VIENNA, June 25, 1920, 7 p.m. 


My telegram No. 281 of to-day’s date.! 

State Chancellor spoke this morning to my French and Italian colleagues 
and myself about boycott. He explained that Austrian Government had 
neither arranged nor identified themselves with it but had not felt justified 


™ Not printed. 
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in producing an industrial crisis and possibly a general strike by taking 
energetic measures against it. He had explained this to Hungarian Minister. 

At the same time Austrian Government was anxious to see boycott ended 
and not be idle. Two days before it began Hungarian Minister had said to 
State Chancellor that it was difficult for Hungarian Government to deal 
with question because no definite demands were made and there seemed no 
one to negotiate with. State Chancellor had therefore offered to get into 
touch with union officials at Amsterdam and build bridge between them 
and Hungarian Government.? 

Proposal was referred to latter who accepted on condition that neither 
sovereign rights of Hungary no(r?) legislative rights of Hungarian Parlia- 
ment were called in question. 

Therefore State Chancellor had acted and two representatives of Union, 
one of these British, would arrive tomorrow. On June 28th these, joined by 
an Austrian Trade Union Delegate, would have a meeting with three 
representatives of Hungarian Government. State Chancellor would preside 
over meeting and Hungarian Minister be present. 

State Chancellor went on to say that Union’s action was not directed so 
much against executions of Communists or anti-semitic Committees as 
against internment of Trade Union Leaders and suppression of Unions in 
Hungary. He believed that lately Hungarian Government were anxious to be 
conciliatory on both points but lacked necessary moral strength; he asked 
whether it would not be possible for our representatives at Budapest to bring 
some pressure to bear to have prisoners released and exceptional regulations 
regarding trades unions repeated [? repealed]. Action on their part would 
give Hungarian Government strength they now lacked. 

State Chancellor complained that Hungarian reprisals against Austria 
were acts of Government and therefore not a fair answer to action of Inter- 
national Union. He especially complained of closing of Danube to transit 
traffic which was only measure which seriously injured Austria. 

I submit that Danube should be kept open, if in any way possible. It is 
most important to uphold principle that it forms an international highway 
not to be closed on account of dispute between river States. 

Repeated to Budapest. 

2 Cf. Dedk, Nos. 367 and 368. 


No. 180 
Mr. Lindley (Vienna) to Earl Curzon (Received June 29, 11 a.m.) 
* No. 288 Telegraphic [206583/165140/3] 


VIENNA, june 28, 1920, 2 p.m. 
Following received today from Budapest. 
Mr. Lindley’s telegram No. 281.! 
Secretary General informed me today that suggestion that Hungarian 
representatives should meet representatives of Trades Unions was made by 
' Not printed. 
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Doctor Renner to Hungarian representative at Vienna who at once tele- 
graphed to Budapest for instructions. 

He has been told he may give Trades Union representatives all possible 
information to prove groundless reasons for boycott but neither he nor any 
other Hungarian officials are to enter into official relations with Trades 
Union representatives, whom Hungarian Government consider to have no 
locus standi in the matter, and that he is only to treat with Government of 
Vienna.? 

I asked if it were true that boycott was extending to Czecho-Slovakia. 
Secretary General informed me it has become effective today at one point 
and there were signs it might spread along frontier. 

My Austrian Colleague with whom I have spoken is clearly very anxious 
about whole situation and somewhat perturbed at detention of all Austrian 
citizens in Hungary. 

He expressed himself bitterly against the present Government of Vienna 
who he tells me have been deserted by Christian Socialists and are now in 
hands of Bolsheviks of Europe. 

I beg to suggest that International Danube Commission might be given 
an opportunity to play part in this business by securing free navigation of 
passengers and goods traffic up and down Danube. It would certainly 
enhance its reputation and might also tend to a speedy end of boycott.3 

Repeated to Prague, copy by bag to Vienna. 


2 Cf. Deak, Nos. 375-7. 

3 In Foreign Office telegram No. 191 of June 30 (not printed) Mr. Lindley was informed 
that Admiral Troubridge, President of the International Commission of the Danube, was 
‘fully alive’ to the importance of this suggestion and would consult Mr. Lindley when he 
arrived in Vienna early in the following week. For a conversation between the Admiral 
and the Hungarian Minister in Vienna on July 7, see Deak, No. 430. 


No. 181 


Earl Curzon to Sir A. Young (Belgrade) 
No. 132 Telegraphic [205928/123/3] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, June 30, 1920, 9 p.m. 


Sir G. Buchanan’s telegram No. 268 (of June 24th:' Adriatic question). 

In view of statements made by Italian Prime Minister, you should take 
an early occasion for suggesting to Serb-Croat-Slovene Government that 
they should propose to Signor Giolitti that the discussions on the Adriatic 


? Not printed. In this Sir G. Buchanan reported that Signor Giolitti had told him on 
June 23 that he had no intention of taking any action at Fiume without the consent of the 
Allied Governments and had no wish to treat with Signor D’Annunzio about substituting 
regular Italian troops for those already in occupation of Fiume (cf. No. 173, n. 3). On 
the other hand, Signor Giolitti felt that it was up to the Yugoslavs to take the initiative with 
regard to any further negotiations. 
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settlement should now be taken up at the point at which they were recently 
left at Pallanza.? 
Repeated to Rome No. 280. 


2 These direct negotiations between the Italian and S.C.S. Governments had been inter- 
rupted owing to the fall of Signor Nitti’s government on May 12. 


No. 182 


Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) to Earl Curzon (Received Fuly 1, 4.30 p.m.) 
No. 284 Telegraphic [C 93/54/22] 


ROME, June 30, 1920, 9.30 p.m. 

Grave as is internal situation, I think that there is reason to hope that 
serious disorders, which as reported in my telegrams Nos. 274 and 277! have 
taken place at Ancona and other places, mark its culminating state. Much 
as it is to be regretted that at Ancona anarchists should have for first time 
succeeded in persuading a small number of Bersaglieri to join them, though 
fortunately not for long, it need not be taken as a proof that anarchist propa- 
ganda is penetrating the Army. 

On the contrary, information supplied me by Military Attaché indicates 
that Army of [sic]? Carabinieri and Guardia Regia can be all counted on to 
give loyal support to Government. 

On the other hand, the supineness displayed by last Government has given 
anarchists time to organize their forces and they are now bent on provoking 
a general revolutionary movement throughout the country. They have 
however failed at Ancona and though further scattered attempts must be 
expected in other places, these are not likely to be attended with any better 
SUCCESS. 

During fortnight which they have been in office Giolitti Government have 
made good progress. They have succeeded in putting an end to Milan strike 
without making the slightest concession to the men and they have restored 
order at Ancona. They have cut the ground from under Socialists’ feet by 
presenting a fiscal programme more drastic in some respects than that 
advocated by latter. 

They have moreover removed any pretext for what might have proved 
dangerous agitation by promising not to despatch more troops to Albania 
and by renouncing Italy’s claim to mandate for that country. They have in 
first division in Chamber on question of provisional Budget secured a 
majority of 225 and they have bulk of all thinking Italians behind them. 

Thanks to moderate Socialists who are opposed to violent methods of 
Extremists, Socialist Party have pronounced against immediate general 
strike; unofficially they still hold it in reserve as a sword of Damocles over 
the head of Government. In doing so they have to a great extent been 


' Of June 27 and 28 respectively, not printed. 
2 This should presumably have read: ‘the Army, Carabinieri . . .’. 
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actuated by determined and successful stand made by classes of order against 
Milan strike. However, in spite of Party’s decision, Anarchists in Rome and 
a few other towns have succeeded in getting local general strikes proclaimed 
but so far as it is possible to judge at present it is [sec] not likely to be of long 
duration. 

Though critical state of crisis is not yet passed and though Government is 
still faced with colossal dangers I see no reason why it should not in the end 
steer the country safely through them if it only maintains its present firm 
but conciliatory attitude. 

One thing which causes me uneasiness is fact that Government has not 
yet had courage to order arrest of Malatesta who engineered Ancona rising 
and who has been openly preaching revolution throughout the country.3 

3 In his subsequent telegram No. 291 of July 4 Sir G. Buchanan reported that in con- 
versation that morning the Italian President of the Council had explained that he had to be 
careful to refrain from having recourse to violent measures for fear that the moderate 
Socialists would be impelled to make common cause with the extremists. ‘It was for this 
reason that he had not ordered the arrest of Malatesta and he would only do so in the event 
of latter committing some offence against penal code of which judicial authorities could take 
cognisance.’ 


No. 183 


Mr. Athelstan-Johnson (Budapest) to Earl Curzon (Received Fuly 8) 


No. 476 [C 805/5/21] 


BUDAPEST, June 30, 1920 
My Lord, 

With reference to my despatch No. 469 of the 28th instant,! and to Your 
Lordship’s despatch No. 243 of the 14th June,' forwarding to me the proof 
of a report prepared by the British Joint Labour Delegation to Hungary,? 
on which you ask for my observations, I have the honour to submit to Your 
Lordship the following criticisms, which I have endeavoured to make in a 
constructive and in no way in a captious spirit. 

As a preliminary I wish to state that I only arrived in Budapest on the 
29th February, and that Mr. Hohler and myself have, ever since we have 
been here, been much overworked with the current affairs of the ordinary 
business of His Majesty’s Commission, and that in a country like Hungary, 
where communications are difficult, and without a large staff, it has been 
absolutely impossible to examine all the rumours and reports received at this 
Commission by personal investigation. I also submit to Your Lordship’s 
consideration that it 1s not the duty of a diplomatic Representative to con- 
duct any such enquiry unless in concert with his colleagues. I can only 
surmise what the feelings of His Majesty’s Government might be towards any 
single foreign Government, if it should order its Ambassador in London to go 
over to Ireland and make a personal investigation into the difficulties that are 
being experienced in that island in dealing with the Sinn Feiners. 


' Not printed. 2 Cf. No. 158, n. 2, and No. 170. 
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It places His Majesty’s Representative in a most invidious position, and 
it was only a few days ago, when I visited the ex-Prime Minister,3 with the 
usual bundle of complaints against white terror, received by last Messenger, 
that M. Simonyi-Semadam laughingly, but somewhat pointedly, said to me: 
‘You know it is lucky for me that you are the only foreign Representative 
who ever tackles me on these subjects.’ 

I propose, in dealing with the report before me to consider the subject 
from three points of view, first, the one in which it is evidently written, the 
humanitarian point of view, then, from the political point of view, and lastly 
from the economic point of view. 

I believe that from the humanitarian point of view, and judging Hungary 
as if it were England or a Western State, the Delegation has made out a 
strong case against this country. In their conclusions (No. 42),4 and I propose 
to take these conclusions in order, the Delegation defines what they con- 
sider to be a definition of ‘White terror,’ as follows: 


‘We define a “‘terror’’ as a system by which the Government de facto, no 
matter how it may have been formed, suppresses all opposition to its policy 
under restrictions of personal and collective rights by the imprisonment or 
forced exile of its opponents, by execution of persons for political offences 
and by conniving at or taking no effectual steps to prevent persecution or 
torture.’ 


If I am to stand on this definition then there can be little doubt that on the 
first two counts the Hungarian Government must plead guilty, but I would 
equally condemn, if I were to judge by this definition, the Governments of 
Belgrade and of Bucharest. As to the executions of political prisoners, I do 
not think the Delegation has proved its case. There have been no such 
executions since I have been in Hungary; what executions there have been 
were those for actual political murder or assassinations under the late Red 
Government or for being accessory to the fact. With regard to the last 
charge, the Government as a whole have not connived at persecution and 
torture, though I believe General Sods might be rightly accused on this 
count. As to taking effectual steps to prevent such misdeeds, I do not believe 
the Government have been strong enough to do so, though I know they have 
tried to control the detachments, who are at the root of all the evil, and 
M. Simonyi-Semadam has on more than one occasion told me he wished to 
force on the Governor a political amnesty at the first favourable opportunity. 
In the whole of the report I fail to detect one constructive suggestion, as to 
what effective measures could have been taken to stop the evil deeds that 
have been done, nor that any consideration is paid to the dilemma, in which 


3 M. Simonyi-Semadam tendered his resignation to the Regent on June 26: he con- 
tinued to act as Prime Minister until the formation of a new government under Count 
Teleki on July 19. 

4 The conclusions of the British Joint Labour Delegation were printed 1n paras. 42-59 
of their Report. 

5 Minister of National Defence. 
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the late Government have been placed of either bringing about a military 
dictatorship or playing into the hands of the Bolsheviki. 

(Conclusion 43). There is no freedom of the Press, but this is not only the 
case in Hungary, but also in the S.H.S., and I am told in Rumania, and I see 
censored gaps in the newspapers of these countries and others that come from 
time to time to this High Commission. 

(Conclusion 44). It is true that the Trade Unions are suppressed, but there 
have been repeated discussions as to the removal of the present restrictions, 
and M. Simonyi-Semadam has told me he wished to do this, but his hands 
have been tied by the reactionary elements. 

As to the night to strike, attempts have been made to prevent the right, 
but they would seem not to have been effective, for General Sods in his 
speech in the House of Representatives on June 17th, reported in my despatch 
No. 456,° stated that the miners at Tokod and at Tatabanya had gone on 
strike. 

(Conclusion 45). It is quite impossible for me to give an estimate of the 
number of persons imprisoned and interned in Hungary; the figures vary to 
such an extraordinary extent, and are [? so] obviously biassed by the class 
of person from whom the information is derived, that I must decline to 
offer an opinion, but it is quite true that prisons, in certain cases, are over- 
crowded. 

(Conclusion 46). I am inclined to discount all information from Vienna 
where the hatred against Hungary is so intense that all information from that 
capital must be received with the greatest reserve. 

(Conclusion 47). I have no doubt this is correct, but it is only an amplifica- 
tion of the system of the ‘concierges’ in Paris, of which I used to have a 
thorough knowledge, and it must not be forgotten that the roots of the old 
Austro-Hungarian police system have not been eradicated from the minds of 
either the officials or the people of Hungary. 

(Conclusions 48, 49 and 50). These are the facts and are correctly stated. 

(Conclusion 51). Mr. Hohler will doubtless have given Your Lordship a 
satisfactory explanation of his despatch.” I need only here point out that his 
despatch was written on February 21st, and that the cases above-mentioned 
are subsequent to that date. 

(Conclusion 52). The charge is somewhat overstated, but it is in the main 
true. 

(Conclusion 53). Is a statement of fact. 

(Conclusion 54). Is also a statement of fact. As to whether nothing can 
justify or excuse what is going on in Hungary, is a matter of opinion, and 
before giving any such opinion myself, I would ask for some constructive 
suggestion as to how affairs are to be remedied. As to whether outrages will 
become fewer or not, that is a matter that will entirely depend on the new 
Government. During the last fortnight of the late Ministry’s life, I beg to 
affirm that the situation was getting better. 

(Conclusion 55). A statement of fact. 

© Of June 24, not printed. 7 See Cmd. 673, No. 1. 
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(Conclusion 56). This is correct, but I consider that the Governor is 
strong enough to take action. 

(Conclusion 57). The word ‘Christian’ is used both in Hungary and Austria 
as a political term. 

(Conclusion 58). Mr. Hohler has already explained this point in his 
despatch No. 418 of June 11th.’ 

(Conclusion 59). The premise is a matter of opinion and the conclusion 
drawn is one for decision by his Majesty’s Government. 

I now beg leave to consider the report as a whole. With regard to the case 
of Agoston, Your Lordship has received telegrams and despatches from this 
High Commission, which I trust will have put this matter in a clear light. 
I would only venture to emphasise the point that I made in my telegram 
No. 380 of the 19th June,° that I consider that a memorandum on the case if 
signed by Prince Bor[g]hese and Colonel Cuninghame,’® might have some 
weight with the Hungarian Government. 

The Szolnok story is one of brutal murder, reported in Mr. Hohler’s 
telegram No. 310 of May 25th'! and on which he remonstrated with the 
Prime Minister in the strongest terms. 

With regard to the other cases cited, Your Lordship will note that Mr. 
Hohler has drawn your attention to some of those mentioned in the report, 
and to many which are not quoted. 

I venture to point out, however, that in all cases of complaints that have 
come to my knowledge, whether they be about the ‘Red’ or ‘White’ terror, 
I have been struck with the extraordinary facility with which the Hungarian 
in general is able to overstate his case; it reminds one of the story in which a 
witness on being cross-examined by a counsel for defence exclaimed: ‘Well, 
if it did not happen in that way, it ought to have happened as I have stated.’ 
The murders of M. Somogyi’? and his Secretary M. Bacso have been reported 
in Mr. Hohler’s telegram No. 120° and his despatch No. 110 of the 25th 
February.° 

A careful perusal of Mr. Hohler’s despatches reveals case upon case in 
which with painful reiteration, the phrase occurs: ‘I thought it my duty to 
remonstrate with the Hungarian Government,’ but as all the despatches are 
in the archives of the Foreign Office, it does not seem that any useful purpose 
can be gained by my going over case after case a second time. 

With regard to the prison camp at Hajmaskér, I beg to refer Your Lord- 
ship to Mr. Hohler’s despatches Nos. 306 and 310,"3 and with regard to the 
visit of the Italian Socialists, to Mr. Hohler’s despatches Nos. 290 and 346;14 
reading these despatches it would seem there is a conflict of evidence of what 
the Delegation ‘heard’ and what Mr. Hohler and others have ‘seen.’ 

8 No. 170. 9 Not printed. 

10 Italian Minister and British Military Representative, respectively, at Vienna at the 
time of the negotiations with M. Bohm relating to M. Béla Kun’s Communist regime; see 


No. 133 above. 
™ No. 158. 12 No. 170, n. 10. 


13 Of May 5 and 6 respectively, not printed. 
* Of April 30 and May 17 respectively, not printed. 
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It is with some regret I notice the length at which the case of Mrs. Ham- 
burger is treated in this report, for I consider that to have taken up this case 
weakens the whole value of what would have otherwise seemed to have been 
a painstaking attempt at investigating the truth of the recent murders and 
arrests in Hungary. With regard to this case, I beg to enclose copy of a Note 
addressed by the Prime Minister to this High Commission on the case, 5 which 
was not forwarded to Your Lordship, as previous notes and reports on this 
case have been privately forwarded to the Foreign Office, since they were 
not considered to be of a nature for publication. I have these reports before 
me, and though I am inclined to discount many of the denials that may come 
from the Ministry of National Defence, I do not believe the Minister of 
Interior, the Minister of Justice and the Head of the Police would combine 
in a conspiracy of silence against Mrs. Hamburger, if there was much truth in 
these allegations of violation, etc. . .'6 

At the same time I do not think it can be denied that there have been 
many cases of brutal treatment of political prisoners confined in Hungary, 
but to form a just appreciation of the whole case, it must not be forgotten 
that Hungary is not Great Britain, that it is a country lying on the borders of 
the Balkans, and that the same accusation, regrettable as it may be, might be 
made justly against the majority of the countries of South-Eastern Europe. 

With regard to the Trades Unions Section, it must be remembered that 
Hungary is an agricultural country, and that the Trades Unions do not play 
the same important part in this country as they do in Western States. The 


'S In this note of June 9 M. Simonyi-Semadam said that the Minister of the Interior had 
informed him that he had taken steps through the Budapest Chief of Police ‘with a view to 
bring to light the violence to which Mrs. Hamburger is said to have been subjected, so that 
an investigation by the Government police is also in course’. He added that the Minister of 
Justice, after examining the documents relating to the criminal proceedings instituted 
against Mrs. Hamburger ‘and based on a verbal report’ of the Public Prosecutor ‘and of the 
reporter of the Public Prosecution’, had informed him as follows: 


‘Mrs. Alexander Hamburger was kept under arrest by the military Authorities for about 
four weeks where criminal proceedings were taken against her under para. 327 of the 
Military Penal Code. Thereafter, as a result of her petition to the Royal Prosecution, 
Budapest, she was together with 3 companions escorted to the Royal Prosecution, Budapest. 

‘A charge of keeping up secret communication with the Communists in Vienna was 
formed against her. A letter from Eugene Hamburger, her brother-in-law and a former 
People’s Commissary was found in her possession in which he assures her that, incredible 
as it may seem, they would all be in Budapest in the Spring or in the Summer of this year. 

‘On these grounds proceedings were taken against her. As however besides this letter 
there was only one witness to prove that meetings of a suspicious character were held at her 
house, and as no other evidence was found to support this statement, Mrs. Hamburger was 
released by the Royal Prosecution on the 19th of April of this year. At the Public Prosecu- 
tion, Budapest, she was heard by Dr. Albert Vary, Prosecutor in Chief, and by Dr. Szent- 
kiralyi, Clerk of the Court and Reporter of the case. In the documents dealing with this 
matter no trace whatever can be found of any insults said to be committed by the Military 
Organs who arrested Mrs. Hamburger . . . and Mrs. Hamburger has made no such com- 
plaint before the Royal Prosecution of Budapest nor before the above-mentioned member of 
the Prosecution.’ 


16 A brief personal paragraph is here omitted. 
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whole policy of the Government has obviously been wrong in all their deal- 
ings with these Unions, but I believe that this is greatly due to the fact that 
the Members of the Government have been unable to differentiate between 
the causes of unrest, that exist in industrial circles, due on the one hand to 
unemployment in the factories, which owing to the lack of coal and particu- 
larly to the occupation of the Coal Mines of Pécs cannot work full time, and 
on the other hand to the undoubted attempts of the Bolsheviki elements 
and of the Red Socialists of Vienna to breed discontent and unrest in indus- 
trial circles, playing on this very unemployment, which they insinuate is due 
to the present Government of Hungary. (I learn for the first time that the 
mines of Pécs belong to a British Company; and suppose this to be a con- 
fusion of detail over the negotiations at present being carried on by Colonel 
Arthur Grenfell with the Danube Shipping Companies, who have the 
control.) 

This question of the Trades Unions is only a matter of education; the 
ex-Prime Minister was fully alive to the dangers of the policy pursued, and it 
is to be hoped that the new Government will be sufficiently enlightened to 
reverse the policy that has been followed up to the present. 

Your Lordship will note that, from the humanitarian point of view, the case 
as presented by the Labour Delegation, can be said to have been proved on 
most counts, but I desire to show that from the more practical point of view 
of politics and economics, there is a great deal to be said both from a British 
and Hungarian point of view, against the final conclusions of the Labour 
Delegation that Great Britain is in honour bound to take immediate steps to 
interfere in the internal affairs of this country. 

I consider the report has not been drawn up with sufficient consideration 
to the difficulties that beset the Government of Hungary to-day, nor with 
regard to the effects the publication of such a report may have on Anglo- 
Hungarian relations. I submit that Hungary, as a country, must to-day be 
an object lesson—difficult to explain away—for all those with Bolsheviki 
leanings or Extreme Socialist views. She is the one country in Europe who 
having suffered from the tenets of Bolshevism has escaped from its terrors. 
She has lived through them, refused them, and if, as a result of this refusal 
within a few years we see a prosperous Hungary, she will be a living proof of 
the failure of the whole doctrine. Nor do I think it politic that His Majesty’s 
Government should run the risk of seeming to be the sole country in Europe 
to meddle in the internal affairs of Hungary, and particularly so in view of 
the fact that during some of the worst days of the Red Terror, General Smuts 
came to Budapest,!7 and no voice was raised in England against the acts of that 
terror. That the Hungarian Government feel they have nothing to conceal 
is proved by the warm welcome they extended to the Delegation; the awk- 
ward point is the two Nations see matters from a different point of view. 


17 Gen. Smuts, a representative of the Union of South Africa at the Paris Peace Con- 
ference, had been in Budapest on April 4-5, 1919, on a mission to enquire into the working 
of the agreements of Nov. 1918 and of the arrangements for a neutral zone between the Rou- 
manian and Hungarian forces. Cf. Vol. I, No. 26, n. 3, and Vol. VI, No. 32. 
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There is a warm feeling of sympathy and desire to live on friendly terms with 
England in nearly all Hungarian circles. Ifin any way this report can be used 
to check the reactionaries from gaining ground in Hungary, it will have not 
been written in vain, but if its effect is to turn moderate Hungarians and 
the peasant classes against England, whom they may regard as an interfering 
meddlesome country, then not only will it have failed to effect its object, but 
it will have been an impediment in that beneficial influence which I believe 
England and Englishmen can exercise in the settlement of South-Eastern 
Europe and particularly in Hungary. 

I am unaware of the orientation or the direction in which His Majesty’s 
Government are considering their general policy during the next few years 
in South-Eastern Europe. I can only venture to submit the following con- 
siderations from some little knowledge of the two centres of Belgrade and 
Budapest. It is obvious that the people of the S.H.S. and of Hungary are the 
two races who will afford the best bulwark against the influences of Bol- 
shevism from Russia, and should it be possible in the future to create an 
entente between these two countries, a step forward in the peaceful settlement 
of South-Eastern Europe will have been made. 

The military and reactionary classes here owe their positions only to the 
fear of the terror of Bolshevism felt by the peasants and the upper and lower 
middle classes; of the two evils they feel that the former is preferable to the 
latter. The people of Hungary consider they are surrounded on all sides by 
enemies, and that these enemies are subsidised by the European Bureau of 
Bolshevism. This is obviously a gross exaggeration, but there is sufficient 
truth in the idea for them to hold together and combine against the renewal 
of the days of terror under Bela Kun. 

In order that Belgrade and Budapest may come together, it is necessary to 
do away with all the reactionary Hapsburg milieu, and to establish a similar 
system of a free democratic peasantry as exists in the S.H.S. This can be 
done in time in Hungary by the Small Landowners’ Party, who are in many 
ways extraordinarily similar to the ruling classes in Belgrade. But reports of 
the nature I have to deal with, propaganda from Vienna and from other 
centres against the present régime, curiously enough react under present 
conditions more against the moderating influence in this country, than 
against the legitimist aspirations of the aristocracy and military under the 
Governor’s protection. I might almost say the results in this country are in 
inverse ratio to the effect desired. 

Bad as things may be here, it would be as well for all those supporters of 
Liberalism and Socialism, who are interested in the future welfare of the 
whole population of this country, to make sure that under the aegis of some 
Union of Democratic control, they are not allowing themselves to be used as 
cats’ paws by the apostles of the “Third Internationale.’ 

From an economic point of view, I fear there is even less ground for 
common agreement with the report of the Labour Delegation. 

This is the more unfortunate as it is from the international Banking and 
Commercial circles in Budapest that I have received the most constructive 
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suggestions, and where The Truth, that most difficult virtue to find in 
Hungary, is most frequently heard. 

In discussions with leading Bankers during and after the visit of the Labour 
Delegation, I have been struck with the cynical view held, that the visit had 
nothing to do with Hungary itself, but was a mere parliamentary move to 
suit British political home exigencies. It seemed impossible to convince these 
gentlemen of that burning sense against all injustice and wrong-doing, that 
makes a certain class of Englishman invariably sympathise with the ‘under- 
dog,’ and even to take the side of his enemies to the detriment of his own 
country. It is a point of view which these financial gentlemen fail to grasp, 
and they put it down as one more proof of our reputation abroad of being a 
nation of pious hypocrites. It must be hard, I confess, for these gentlemen to 
appreciate the point that, on the one hand His Majesty’s Government seem 
to be making every effort to help in the reconstruction of Hungary, that there 
is an Export Credit Department, and that other departments of a similar 
nature under Sir William Goode are carrying on the same good work, that 
we have founded a British Hungarian Bank, that Colonel Schuster!® and 
Colonel Arthur Grenfell are taking an interest in the possible development of 
Hungary, and yet at one and the same time, they see that we are sending 
a Delegation to Hungary, which these Jewish Bankers consider will only tend 
to produce that unrest, which can but tend to hamper all satisfactory 
business. Not only will such views make it hard in the future for British 
interests to develop, but they will most undoubtedly encourage our French 
and Italian rivals, who have not been slow in taking advantage of this visit 
to the detriment of our own trade and exploiting it to their own advantage. 
T have little doubt that views of this nature will, in due course, come to Your 
Lordship’s knowledge through business circles in Great Britain. 

What the financial circles of Budapest dread is not so much a sporadic 
“White terror,’ but the fact that there may be some hidden organisation, 
subsidised from abroad and encouraged by the German émigrés, which may 
bring about another war. In order to fight against this they want a strong 
anti-militarist Government under whom they can rebuild their Banking 
institutions, their industries, and encourage the export of agriculture. The 
present Government of Hungary may not be ideal, but anything would be 
better, in their opinion, than a return to a ‘Red’ Government, or even a 
socialistic Government, such as at present rules in Vienna. They point out 
that the majority of the Socialists of Budapest belong to the “Third Inter- 
nationale,’ and that until these men can be educated up to the ‘Second Inter- 
nationale’, it is dangerous for any Government to have anything to do with 
them. They consider that the boycott is the work of the “Third Inter- 
nationale,’ and I have been on more than one occasion reproached because 
His Majesty’s Government has not at least expressed its disapproval of a 
measure which the Hungarians consider more in the light of a revolutionary 


18 Lt.-Col. G. E. Schuster, barrister and partner in Messrs. Schuster Son & Co., travelled 
in Central Europe in the first half of 1920 to report on economic conditions for the Anglo- 
Danubian Association Ltd. 


218 


than of a political move. When I have replied that the boycott is the 
logical conclusion of the ‘White terror’, I am met with the reply that, if; 
because a few military hotheads get out of hand, England is ready to put 
back the clock of economic development in Europe for some months, then 
the situation in so far as we are concerned is hopeless, and I had better advise 
all British enterprise against seeking any field of development in Hungary. 

It must not be forgotten that during M. Simonyi-Semadam’s administra- 
tion, foreign capital, British, French and Italian, has been actively engaged 
and encouraged to come into this country, and that, as a result the exchange, 
which two months ago stood at 1,000 krs. to the £1, has now fallen to 450 krs. 
to the £1. This has reacted somewhat, but it is considered quite possible 
to stabilise the exchange round 500 krs. to the £1, if the surplus wheat exports 
are allowed. This should tend more than anything else to the breaking 
down of the political barriers raised by the international hatreds that are 
causing the present frontier difficulties, and preventing the newly formed 
countries from being treated as an economic whole. To-day we are in sight 
of a possible trading basis with Czecho-Slovakia and Yougo-Slavia and also 
with the possibility of Hungarian Merchants trading with England for 
Manchester goods, etc., and paying for them in good money. 

I hope that if Hungary is only given a chance to settle down, that if the 
labourer is given the hope of possessing a few yochs of land, and the in- 
dustrial classes the possibility of earning enough money for them to save and 
invest in Government bonds, then de facto the necessary democratic reform 
will come from within and not from without as the fear of the Red terror and 
White terror passes away. But this is exactly what the followers of the “Third 
Internationale’ wish to prevent. 

The report of the Labour Delegation, true as it may be in the main, is not 
a constructive help towards the settlement of the economic conditions of this 
country, and though I am glad to think that the atrocities that have been 
committed in Hungary should have been ventilated before the public opinion 
of Great Britain and Europe, I would suggest for the moment that this report 
should be allowed to stand on its own merits, and be kept back as a ‘rod in 
pickle’, pending the future developments of this country during the next six 
months. 

I have, &c., 
W. ATHELSTAN- JOHNSON 
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No. 184 


Mr. Athelstan- Johnson (Budapest) to Earl Curzon 
(Received July 5, 2.50 p.m.) 
No. 408 Telegraphic [C 454/137/21] 


BUDAPEST, July 4, 1920, 2 p.m. 

My telegram No. 394.! 

My Italian colleague has informed me that he has received instructions 
from his Government to support me in any representations I may be author- 
ised to make against proposed sale or lease of Hungarian State Railways to 
French Financial Group.? 

Monsieur Cejouti [Cerruti]? told me that he had seen Secretary General of 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs who stated that negotiations were in abeyance 
for the moment but that he knew the French Government will support their 
nationals with regard to this proposal in the same way as British and Italian 
Governments had supported their financial groups with regard to Danube 
river shipping and shipping companies of Fiume, and M. Cejouti pointed 
out these two businesses were in no way similar to proposals now under 
consideration. They were private companies whilst French were dealing 
with a State asset. This view M. Kanyia refused to accept. 

I told M. Cejouti that it was obviously useless to make any joint repre- 
sentation to present acting Hungarian Government but that it might be 
desirable to do so whenever a new Government was formed. 

I submit that it might prevent future misunderstandings if we were to 
recapitulate jointly whole question to new Minister but should be glad to 
receive instructions before doing so. 


1 Of June 26, not printed. 
2 For documents relating to these and wider Franco-Hungarian negotiations see Deak, 


vol. 1, pp. 257-409 passim. 
3 The Italian High Commissioner at Budapest. 


No. 185 


Earl Curzon to Mr. Athelstan-fohnson (Budapest) 
No. 221 Telegraphic [C 454/137/21] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, July 7, 1920, 9 p.m. 

Your telegram 408 (of 4th July.!. Proposed joint representations to Hun- 
garian Government). 

Please take no action at present pending further consideration of whole 
question. You should refrain from further co-operation with your Italian 
colleague until instructions have been sent you. Please bear in mind that we 
have not exercised and do not intend to exercise political pressure on behalf 


' No. 184. 


220 


of Danube shipping or any other group. Nor do we intend to exert pressure 
on Reparation Commission on their behalf. You are authorised to make this 
clear whenever suitable occasion arises. 
See further my despatch No. 2321 to Lord Derby? copy of which follows by 
bag. 
2 No. 186 below. 


No. 186 
Earl Curzon to the Earl of Derby (Paris) 


No. 2321 [C 137/137/21] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, July 8, 1920 
My Lord, 

I have received Your Excellency’s despatch No. 2050 of the 2gth. ultimo,! 
suggesting that a friendly warning should be addressed to the French Govern- 
ment on the subject of the reported negotiations of a French Company with 
the Hungarian Government for the control of the Hungarian state railways. 

2. I am of opinion that it would be unwise for His Majesty’s Government 
to take at this stage the action proposed by Your Excellency. The French 
Government, if His Majesty’s Government were to address them in the 
sense indicated in Your Excellency’s despatch under reply, would in all 
probability answer that in fact the British Government were on their part 
encouraging similar British schemes for the control of Danube shipping. Any 
such rejoinder could be rebutted by pointing out that the River Syndicate 
Limited’s scheme? will obtain the support of His Majesty’s Government only 
in so far as it does not run counter to the operations of the Reparation Com- 
mission, and that in any case it is not the practice of His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment to exert political pressure on behalf of private financial or commercial 
enterprises. At the same time I consider that no good object would be served 
by embarking on a controversy of this nature with the French Government. 

3. I anticipate that the French negotiations will shortly attract public 
attention. In that event the position of His Majesty’s Government may be 
expected to be strengthened if it is clear that they have avoided all connec- 
tion with the negotiations in question. 

4. I should therefore be glad if Your Excellency would at present refrain 
from the action proposed. 

5. I am sending a copy of my correspondence with Your Excellency on 
this subject to His Majesty’s Acting High Commissioner at Budapest. 

Iam, &c., 
(for the Secretary of State) 
Eric PHIpps 
1 Not printed. 


2 i.e. the scheme of the group on whose behalf Lt.-Col. Arthur Grenfell had been nego- 
tiating. See Nos. 70, 109 and 161 above. 


221 


No. 187 


Mr. Lindley (Vienna) to Earl Curzon (Received July 16) 


No. 446 [C' 1429/1429/3] 


Confidential VIENNA, july 10, 1920 


My Lord, 

I have the honour to report that a certain Baron Hausner, who takes an 
active part in politics behind the scenes, called on me this morning in order 
to lay before me certain aspects of the situation which he considered might be 
of interest. He was accompanied by Count Trautmannsdorf, late Counsellor 
to the Austro-Hungarian Embassy in London. 

He began by stating that he was working in the Christian Socialist interest 
and was engaged on preparing an organisation upon which that party 
would be able to rely in the event of the Elections bringing them into power. 
His organisation was unarmed but was intended to be armed at the proper 
time; there was no question of its being employed in any ‘put[s]ch’, which 
would be madness, but it was necessary, now that the party character 
of the new Wehrmacht had been established beyond doubt (see last para- 
graph of my Telegram No. 261 of the 12th ultimo)' to have some organised 
body ready to support a non-Social Democratic Government should such 
a Government be legally constituted. What would be the attitude of His 
Majesty’s Government to such a Government? 

I replied to Baron Hausner in the same sense as was approved in Your 
Lordship’s Telegram No. 183 of the 16th ultimo,? vz. that the attitude of 
His Majesty’s Government was not influenced by the political complexion of 
the Austrian Government, provided that the latter was legally constituted, 
loyally carried out the Treaty and had nothing to do with the Hapsburgs. 

I then called Baron Hausner’s attention to the fact that there was an 
Allied Mission of Military Control in Vienna whose business it would be 
to disarm the country and to see that the forces did not exceed 30,000 men 
in all. It appeared to me that one of their first duties would be to deal with 
his organisation. He replied that they were not armed; and from subsequent 
conversation it appeared that the intention was, as soon as the Christian 
Socialists came into power, to attempt to alter the whole character of the 
Wehrmacht and to replace it by the new organisation. Baron Hausner 
asked me how His Majesty’s Government would view such a transformation. 

I replied that, speaking without instructions, I did not think His Majesty’s 
Government would consider that the matter concerned them, provided the 
total forces did not exceed 30,000 men. Personally, I had always been of the 
opinion that the money to be expended on the New Army would be better 
spent on reinforcing the existing Gendarmerie and Police; but the Austrian 


™ Not printed. In this Mr. Lindley reported that the Social Democratic Party had called 
upon the newly formed army to demonstrate in their favour. 
2 Not printed. See No. 167, n. 3. 
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Government had a right to an Army of 30,000 men and were the best judges 
as to the necessity of it. 

Before closing the interview I thought it mght to draw Baron Hausner’s 
attention to the danger of civil war. It appeared to me that the organisation 
of forces by private enterprise was a dangerous undertaking and might lead 
to a disaster. He replied that he regarded civil war as the worst calamity 
that could befall the country, and he could assure me that he would have 
nothing to do with it. But it was absolutely necessary for the country popula- 
tion to be able to defend themselves against marauders. There was no 
security at present and it must be provided. 

The general impression left on my mind by the interview was a little dis- 
quieting. I feel sure that there is no intention on the part of the Christian 
Socialists to attempt anything in the nature of a ‘Put[s]ch’. They rely on 
the Elections to give them a working majority in the new Assembly and are, 
in my opinion, right in considering that such a majority will be of little use 
unless they have some armed force upon which they can count. It is quite 
possible, even probable, that the Elections will not justify their hopes, in 
which case nothing more will probably be heard of their armed projects. 
But should they be returned in a majority, it is not easy to believe that the 
Social Democrats and their new Wehrmacht will quietly acquiesce in the 
Christian Socialist programme. 

IT have &c., 
F. O. LINDLEY 


No. 188 


Mr, Athelstan-Fohnson (Budapest) to Earl Curzon (Received July 22) 
No. 502 [C 1946/5/21] 


Confidential BUDAPEST, july 12, 1920 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to report that Dr. Vambéry, the Honorary Legal 
Adviser to this High Commission, asked me last week whether I would 
receive M. Ferencz Miakits, head of the Socialist Party in Hungary, and also 
a representative of the Socialist press. 

I replied I should be pleased to make M. Miakits’ acquaintance, but that 
I considered that the conversation would be freer and less restrained if there 
were no member of the Press present. 

M. Miakits called on me to-day with the Secretary General of the Socialist 
Party, M. Istvan Farkas, and asked me to state my views on the political 
situation in Hungary. I told him that my only concern was, how far the 
internal political questions of Hungary might effect [stc] the Foreign Policy 
of the Government, and that I should find it more instructive if he would give 
me his views. 

M. Miakits thereupon gave me in a few words a summary of the Socialist 
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memorandum presented to the late Prime Minister, which I forwarded to 
Your Lordship in my despatch No. 495 of oth instant.! 

In the resulting conversation I elicited the following points. The Socialists 
are not unfavourable to the present proposed Ministry, but they will take 
no part in the administration, because they consider they were terrorised at 
the last elections by the military detachments, and so withdrew their candi- 
dates, some of whom M. Miakits informed me were still in prison. This was 
news to me, and I will take some opportunity to question the new Ministry 
on this point. 

M. Miakits maintained that the great majority of the Socialists in Hungary 
were not Bolshevists, nor followers of the “Third Internationale’, and he 
could keep them in hand, if there were no more military terror; but with 
Vienna egging them on and the ignorance of European countries of local 
Hungarian conditions, which tends to mix up the Jewish question with the 
Socialist question, his task was no easy one. In fact I rather gathered that it 
was for the moment a question of ‘save us from our friends’. 

I told him I thought it a great pity his Party was not represented in the 
National Assembly, where their ideas could be ventilated and European 
countries made aware of their aims and desires, and I asked him what con- 
structive measures they were taking in order to bring about this desirable 
result. 

M. Miakits told me he had recently been received in audience by His 
Highness The Governor, who[m] he considered sympathetic to their cause, but 
far too weak to be of any assistance to them. He was in favour of granting to 
Admiral von Horthy the constitutional powers of dissolving the Chamber, 
for he did not believe the Government of Count Bethlen (should it be formed) 
would last very long, especially if the districts occupied by the S.H.S. 
authorities were evacuated within a short time, for then the final elections 
for the National Assembly could be held, and the country at last be fully 
represented. He then hoped the Governor, once Hungary was free from 
foreign occupation, would dissolve the National Assembly, and at the next 
elections he was confident that the Socialist Party would win 20 to 30 seats 
at the expense of the Christian National Party, against whom he expressed 
himself in bitter terms. 

I asked him what guarantees he had that the same terror which he stated 
had been exercised by the military detachments at the last elections would 
not again be turned against his party. 

M. Miakits replied that this depended entirely on the new Ministry and 
especially on the Minister of War; he had some hopes that they would be 
strong enough to crush the military element, if not there would probably be 
a Catastrophe. 

With regard to this reply, I am in entire agreement with M. Miakits, and 
state further, what he only hinted, that the more outside influence, well- 
meaning as it may be, which is brought to bear on the internal political 
situation in this country, whether it be on behalf of Socialists or Jews, the 

1 Not printed. 
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harder it will be for the moderate men in the new Government to prevent the 
dangerous military element from making use of this foreign propaganda to 
inflame the excited minds of the youths of Hungary. 

I need only remind Your Lordship that, though there were deeds of 
violence and oppression that were highly regrettable before the arrival of the 
Italian and British Delegations in Hungary, there were three or four days of 
real ‘White Terror’ after their departure, which more than one prominent 
Jew has suggested to me were due to the activities and open encouragement 
of these gentlemen towards the classes the military detest. 

When all reasonable men must sympathise with the objects with which the 
British Labour Delegation came to Hungary, it is with great regret one feels 
that ‘trop de zéle’ has done more harm than good. 

Future events may move in Hungary in such a way as will absolutely 
justify all the investigations and work Colonel Wedgwood and his party set 
out to do and accomplish in Hungary; if so, full advantage can be taken of 
their views to bring external pressure to bear on the Hungarian Government, 
but I beg to submit that, at this moment, to take any drastic action, which in 
order to be effective, should be a joint Allied representation, would only 
throw moderate men into the arms of the reactionaries and play into the 
hands of the Bolshevists of Europe, with [? between] whose aims and those of 
the militarists, it is at times hard to differentiate. 

Any questions in the House of Commons which Colonel Wedgwood and 
others may see fit to make with regard to military oppression in Hungary, 
will be welcomed by the extremists in this country, whether they be of right 
or left, and especially by the ‘Reds’ in Vienna, but they will not tend towards 
the peace of Europe, during the next two months, and may possibly set things 
back in Hungary.? 

I have, &c., 
W. ATHELSTAN-JOHNSON 

2 In a note on the file Mr. Harmsworth recorded that Col. Wedgwood had come to him 
on July 27th and said that he was not going to put any more questions about Hungary. 


A letter was, at Mr. Harmsworth’s request, drafted and sent to Col. Wedgwood on July 29, 
conveying to him the general tenor of Mr. Athelstan-Johnson’s foregoing despatch. 


No. 189 


Mr. Bridgeman (Vienna) to Earl Curzon (Received Fuly 19) 


No. 408 [C' 1668/66/96] 
VIENNA, july 13, 1920 
My Lord, 

With reference to my Despatch No. 329 of the Ist ultimo,!' I have the honour 
to report that several Representatives of the River Syndicate which has been 
formed to take an interest in the Danube Steamship Company have paid a 
visit to Vienna and Budapest; these included Lord Grey, Sir Frederick Lewis 


I No. 161. 
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of Furness Withy & Company, Mr. Barrie, M.P., and Mr. Pick representing 
Swan Hunter & Company shipbuilders. These gentlemen inform me that 
the contracts for the purchase of 30% of the shares of the Austrian Danube 
Steamship Company, and 48% of the shares of the Hungarian Danube 
Shipping Company have been signed and that the purchase of the whole of 
the shares of the Southern German Steamship Company from the Austrian 
Government has been settled. It is also proposed to interest the Czechs in 
the concern in some manner possibly by letting some vessels on hire to a 
Czech Company. Finally the Syndicate proposed to approach the Yougo- 
slav, Bulgarian and Roumanian Steamship Companies in order to come to a 
working arrangement with them about affording mutual facilities and pre- 
venting overlapping and unnecessary competition. 

As the attitude of the Reparation Commission 1s so important in this con- 
nection I arranged a meeting between these Gentlemen and Sir William 
Goode. The latter advised them not to send a formal letter to the Yougo- 
slav, Bulgarian and Roumanian Steamship Companies as they proposed, 
but to make the arrangements as privately as possible. He thought that if the 
other Powers on the Reparations Commission got the idea that a British 
Syndicate is trying to arrange a Danube Traffic Trust they would put 
obstacles in the way.? 

I pointed out to the gentlemen of the Syndicate that there was likely to be 
some opposition to the sale of the shares of the Southern German Company 
at the price at which the syndicate had bought them on the ground that this 
was too low. I may mention that the ‘Neue Freie Presse’ in a leading article 
of to-day’s date mentions the matter in an article on the financial situation, 
as follows:—‘Why has no deputy asked for information about so strange a 
case as that of the sale of the shares of the Southern German Steamship 
Company to a British Company. According to the figures so far known 
England has offered about 38 million crowns and Germany more than 660 
million crowns. England will also make up for the vessels lost during the 
war. But is it conceivable that this will amount to more than six hundred 
millions ?” 

Mr. Phillpotts informs me that some of the leading officials of the State 
Office of Commerce have quite spontaneously spoken to him on this subject. 
They also consider that the price paid for these shares is much too low. Their 
Department had not been consulted as the sale had been arranged by the 
State Chancellor, Doctor Renner, and the State Secretary for Finance, 
Doctor Reisch. Doctor Reisch was formerly connected with the Boden- 
kreditanstalt which sold the shares of the Danube Steamship Company to 
the River Syndicate and these officials declare that the sale of the Southern 
German shares below their value was intended to enable the Bodenkredit- 
anstalt to get a higher price for the Danube Steamship Company shares. 


2 In his despatch No. 556 of Aug. 20 (not printed) Lord Curzon informed Mr. Bridgeman 
that, ‘in view of the refusal of the . . Treasury to instruct the British representative on the 
Reparation Commission to support the syndicate’, he did not think it safe that Sir W. 
Goode should ‘offer advice to members of the syndicate’. 
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Doctor Reisch had therefore been thinking of the interests of the Bank more 
than those of the State, and the matter will have to be brought by someone 
before the Reparation Commission. 
I have, &c., 
(for the High Commissioner) 
R. BRIDGEMAN 


No. 190 


Foreign Office memorandum on European Relief Credits 


[(C 1213/65/62] 
July 14, 1920 

The International Committee for Relief Credits was set up at Paris last 
April.' It consists of representatives of the following countries: Argentine, 
Belgium, Canada (unofficial), Denmark, France, Italy, The Netherlands, 
Norway, Sweden, Switzerland, United Kingdom (Sir J. Bradbury and Sir 
W. Goode) and the United States (unofficial). The object of the Committee 
is to administer, in consultation with the representatives of the debtor 
countries, the relief and reconstruction credits which have already been 
granted by the Governments of some of the above-mentioned creditor 
countries, and to arrange for new credits. Such credits have already been 
definitely arranged by the Governments of Denmark, Great Britain, The 
Netherlands, Norway, Sweden and Switzerland. The French Government, 
it is understood, will shortly ask Parliament for the necessary resources in 
order to co-operate in the execution of the common relief scheme. The 
Argentine Government have introduced a bill to authorise an advance of 
5 million pesos, or approximately 35 million French francs, and the Italian 
Government are contemplating a credit of 100 million lire, subject to certain 
deductions for supplies already delivered to Austria. 

It is hoped that Belgium and Canada, who were represented at the Con- 
ference, will also be in a position to participate in this international under- 
taking. The Spanish Government have been approached, but no definite 
reply has yet been received. 

The United States of America, who are not yet officially represented on 
the Committee, are providing large commodity credits to this European 
situation and are collaborating with the Committee in order that there may 
be co-ordination in the extension of relief credits. 

The credits are available for the following countries: Poland, Czecho- 
Slovakia, Jugo-Slavia, Roumania, the Baltic States, Armenia, Georgia, 
Austria and Hungary. 

Each lending country reserves complete liberty as to which country its 
credits shall be extended, but agrees to accept a common form of bond as 
security. In the case of Austria and Hungary these bonds are accorded 


' It held its first meeting on April 23; cf. No. 140, n. 2. 
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priority over Reparation payments, and as such will come under the super- 
vision of the Austrian Reparation Section. The necessities of the various 
countries have been discussed and a general programme for the allocation 
of supplies is now in course of preparation. In the meantime, however, the 
practical purposes of the credits are being fulfilled. Austria, for instance, is 
now in the process of receiving from the United States 200,000 tons of wheat 
flour, the shipping for which has been supplied and paid for out of British 
credits. Austria is also now receiving out of British credits consignments on 
account of 3,000 tons of frozen mutton and 4,000 tons of bacon. British 
shipping will also be provided to bring from the Argentine maize which 
Austria is thus enabled to borrow for her immediate necessities from Holland. 
Switzerland has proposed to provide immediately for Austria 20,000 cases 
of condensed milk and, in addition, subsequently to supply cheese and live 
animals. The Argentine credit, if approved, will be devoted to supplying 
cereals, and, in the same way, the French credit would be applied to various 
foodstuffs. Negotiations are now being undertaken with a view to supply- 
ing Austria with maize, cheese, herrings and sugar on credit from Holland, 
with cattle, hogs, margarine, fish and oil from Denmark, with fish from 
Norway, and with various foodstuffs from Italy. Other countries are also 
benefiting; for instance, 200,000 tons of flour are in the course of delivery 
from the United States to Poland and 25,000 tons of flour to Czecho-Slovakia, 
while from the same source Hungary js receiving 15,000 and Armenia 43,000 
tons of flour, mostly carried in British shipping. 

In addition to these, and other measures, for the supply of food, the Inter- 
national Committee for Relief Credits are arranging to provide industrial 
materials which may, in turn, be utilized for exchange in the world’s market 
for further raw materials or supplies, and thus assist in the re-establishment 
of the cycle of trade. 

The definite amounts of the credits, so far as they can be announced at 
present, are as follows: 


Denmark ; : ; : . 12 million Kroner 
Great Britain . : ; . 10 million sterling 
Holland ; : . 124 million Florins 
Norway : : : : . 17 million Kroner 
Sweden ; ; . 10 million Kroner 
Switzerland . . . 15 million Swiss francs 


None of the amounts mentioned include any of the relief advances which 
were made prior to the beginning of this year by the allied and neutral 
Powers. 

It will be observed that the Spanish Government are the only ex-neutral 
European Government at present not participating in this scheme, the im- 
portance of which needs no emphasis from the point of view of putting an 
end to the present state of economic chaos in Central Europe. All the Powers 
represented on the International Credits Gommittee have already approached 
the Spanish Government, in the hope of inducing them to take part in the 
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scheme, in which it was thought that, owing to the special sympathy felt in 
Spain for Austria, the Spanish Government could not fail to be interested, 
apart from the general interest taken by all European Governments in the 
restoration of economic order in Central Europe. It is believed that, with- 
out embarrassment to herself, Spain could well afford help to Austria by 
supplying, on credit terms similar to those that have been accepted by the 
rest of Europe, certain of her domestic products, such as rice, olive oil, 
oranges, lemons, potatoes, hides, cork, and resin products, and such metals 
as copper, lead and zinc. If the Spanish Govt. agree to the principle, it 
would be desirable that the Spanish Embassy at Paris should be instructed 
to communicate with the Secretary of the International Committee for 
Relief Credits (121 Avenue des Champs Elysées) in order that definite 
proposals may be drafted.? 


2 In a minute dated July 18 Lord Curzon said that he had spoken to the King of Spain 
(who was in London at that time) about Spanish participation. He requested that a :opy 
of the foregoing memorandum should be sent to the King at the Ritz Hotel. On July 20 he 
also requested H.M. Minister at the Vatican (telegram No. 139 to the Vatican) to ‘sug- 
gest to the Cardinal Secretary of State that the representative of the Vatican at Madrid 
should be instructed to associate himself with the action already taken by the Governments 
concerned’. 


No. 191 


Mr. Lindley (Vienna) to Earl Curzon (Received July 16, 6 p.m.) 
No. 312 Telegraphic [C 1493/5/21] 


VIENNA, july 15, 1920, 2 p.m. 

My despatch No. 453 of July 12th.’ 

Following is translation of text of proposal for stopping boycott of Hungary 
addressed on July 14th by Nationalrat Hueber, Secretary of Austrian Joint 
Trades Union and chairman of Committee meeting July gth referred to 
in despatch above mentioned, to International Trades Union Committee in 
Amsterdam. Document was signed by Hueber alone, after obtaining con- 
currence of his Czecho-Slovak colleagues by telephone. (Begins.) 

Permanent Committee of Trades Unions of Austria is ready to propose to 
office of International Trades Union in Amsterdam that boycott of Hun- 
gary should be temporarily suspended on the following conditions. 

1. International Office in Amsterdam at once urge Governments of Great 
Britain, France and Italy to take energetic action in common at Budapest 
with a view to securing for workers and employees of Hungary right of union, 


? Not printed. This had enclosed a memorandum of a conversation on July 8 between 
Col. Montague Brown, Head of the British Railway Mission in Vienna, and the President of 
the Austrian Railway and Transport Workers’ Union, at which the latter had agreed to 
consider the reasons put forward against the continuation of the boycott and to inform 
Col. Montague Brown of the results of the Committee meeting to be held the following day. 
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meeting, and association, abolition of internment camps, complete amnesty, 
and suppression of White Terror. 

2. It will therefore depend on answer of three Governments whether 
office of International Trades Union Committee is able to suspend boycott 
immediately or after a given period or not. (Ends.) 


- No. 192 


Mr. Athelstan-Fohnson (Budapest) to Earl Curzon (Received July 20, 1 p.m.) 
No. 420 Telegraphic [C 1761/137/21] 


BUDAPEST, July 16, 1920, 6.30 p.m. 

My telegram No. 408.! 

Acting (? Minister of Public Works) informs me option of Hungarian 
State Railways has been signed but under following conditions. 

1. That French Government obtain sanction of Entente Governments. 

2. That Hungarian National Assembly ratifies the agreement. 

3. That (? political) boundaries are revised.2, Repeated to Paris No. (? 28). 

' No. 184. 

2 In a subsequent memorandum, dated Sept. 10, Mr. Cadogan (member of the Central 
European and Persia Dept.) commented ‘It was clear that if these conditions were insisted 
upon there was practically no prospect of the scheme coming into operation. 

‘Later, on August 2oth, the Acting British High Commissioner at Vienna reported a state- 
ment made by the Austrian Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs to the effect that the 
French Minister had assured him that the Hungarian appeal for French support in obtaining 
rectification of the present frontiers of Hungary was vain, as the French Government were 
resolved to adhere to the territorial provisions of the peace treaty. 

‘Since then we have heard nothing of any progress towards a conclusion of these negotia- 
tions.’ See No. 244 below, enclosure 1. 


No. 193 


The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received July 19) 
No. 824 Telegraphic: by bag [Confidential/General/199/2] 


PARIS, July 17, 1920 
A meeting of the Conference of Ambassadors was held this morning, 
Monsieur Jules Gambon being in the Chair: 

.' 4. The Conference unanimously adopted the report on certain 
questions raised by the Aerial Commission of Control in Austria (copy. of 
which is being sent in my despatch No. 2292 of to-day’s date).? 

5. The Conference considered Notes from the Serb-Croat-Slovene and 
Austrian Delegations regarding the evacuation of Radkersburg and other 
frontier districts under the Treaty of Saint Germain, copies of which are 


' The omitted sections related to other matters. 2 Not printed. 
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being sent in my despatch No. 2293 of to-day’s date,? together with a tele- 
gram from Colonel Gosset,3 copy of which is enclosed in my despatch No. 2289 
of to-day’s date.? 

The Conference decided to— 


(a) invite both parties to evacuate the districts which they still occupy in 
violation of the Treaty of Saint Germain; 

(6) allow Colonel Gosset’s Commission to control the evacuation of the 
Abstall district by Austria; 

(c) tell both parties that if they desired revision of the frontier this could 
only be attained by mutual concession and agreement between them- 
selves... .! 


3 Chief of the Inter-Allied delegation appointed to supervise the evacuation of Radkers- 
burg by the Yugoslavs. 


No. 194 
Mr. Athelstan-Fohnson (Budapest) to Earl Curzon (Received July 22) 


No. 518 [C 1959/283/21] 


BUDAPEST, uly 17, 1920 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to report, with reference to my immediately preceding 
despatch! that, during the present Ministerial crisis, the question of the 
Kingship has been mentioned to me frequently. In fact at the last moment it 
played a considerable part in bringing about a Coalition of all parties, in 
which the National Christian Party were represented, and thus indirectly 
caused the failure of Count Bethlen to form a Cabinet. 

There can be no question that 99% of the population of Hungary desire a 
King; even the moderate Socialists consider it would tend to stabilise internal 
conditions. 

The question at issue is, Who is to be King? 

There is a general, I might almost say universal, feeling that a British 
Prince would be the most desirable solution of the problem, and only the 
other day the Press were discussing the possibility of His Royal Highness the 
Duke of Connaught and Strathearn? being a candidate for the throne of 
Hungary. 

The partisans of the ex-Emperor of Austria-Hungary are to be found 
amongst the reactionary elements; about half the great nobility are in his 
favour, the majority of the small nobility, the older officers of the Army, and 
the members of the Christian National Party. Perhaps his most disinterested 
supporters, and therefore the most important, are those officers of the Army, 
who, though they are aware of the unfitness of the ex-Emperor Karl to be 
King of Hungary, nevertheless feel that they are bound by the oath of fealty 

' No. 517 of July 17, not printed. 
2 Third son of H.M. Queen Victoria and uncle of H.M. King George V. 
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they took to him as King, which oath the ex-Emperor has refused persistently 
to allow them to abrogate. Amongst this number may be counted His 
Highness Admiral von Horthy, who acknowledges that he 1s a Legitimist. 

The two main ideas of the Legitimists are either to unite Austria and 
Hungary once more under the ex-Emperor Karl, or else to unite Austria 
with South-Eastern Germany, and reports of possible success of this latter 
plan have reached me from more than one source. Hungary would then be 
allowed to have a Hapsburg King approved of by the ex-Emperor. 

I believe the great majority of Hungarians are against the restoration of 
the ex-Emperor Karl or a Hapsburg to the throne of Hungary, though of this 
majority a certain number might be found to be in favour of the Archduke 
Joseph or his son, and a further minority in favour of the eldest son of the 
ex-Emperor, the Archduke Otto, but on condition that Admiral von Horthy 
remained Regent until the boy’s majority. I know that a certain number of 
Frenchmen are carrying on a surreptitious campaign in favour of the former 
plan, but their difficulty is, that though the Archduke is popular in Hungary, 
it is recognised that he is not particularly qualified for the difficult post he 
might be called upon to fill, and I further understand that the ex-Emperor 
has put his veto on this proposal. 

The entire Small Landowners’ Party, some of the Dissident Party, and a 
considerable number of the younger officers are anti-Hapsburg; curiously 
enough some of the most active members of the ‘Detachments’ are against 
a Hapsburg as King; indeed it is impossible to draw a line in the Army as 
to who is a Legitimist and who is against a Hapsburg, but all are in favour 
of a King of some sort. 

The great danger of any Hapsburg intrigue is its effects on neighbouring 
States. His Royal Highness the Crown Prince of the Kingdom of the S.H.S. 
has on more than one occasion told me that in the event of a Hapsburg being 
crowned King of Hungary, he would not rest until the Serbian army had 
marched on Budapest and dethroned him. I believe somewhat similar views 
are held at Bucharest, Vienna and Prague. 

The opinion of most intelligent Hungarians I have met is that a King 
they must have, and that until he is chosen there will be no real rest between 
the Army and the proletariat, nor any authority over the unruly Parties in 
the National Assembly, and in this view I am inclined to agree. 

I am told that in the North-Eastern portions of Hungary and in Rou- 
manian Transylvania there is a warm feeling of loyalty and devotion to Her 
Majesty the Queen. I have been much struck during the past weck by these 
sentiments, which I attribute to the Transylvanians here, who have been 
playing an important part in the crisis, and that in a country like Hungary 
where tradition is almost as important as history, the stories told about the 
noble house of Rédey of Szentgyérgy, who seem to have been beloved of every 
class of society, are now brought forward with the evident object of writing 
future history. 

I am unaware how far Your Lordship’s department may consider the 
problem of the future King of Hungary as a purely internal matter, or as a 


232 


European question. I have made it a point of never expressing any opinions 
on the subject, but I am quite convinced that at each political crisis, it will be 
brought more and more into the foreground, and it is a question that should 
be solved as soon as possible. 

A good King in Hungary with liberal views would have no little influence 
in checking the reactionary tendencies of the aristocracy and military, and 
of bringing together all classes of the population. His election would tend to 
the peaceful development of this country, and do away with the present 
feeling of class animosity that breeds unrest, intrigue and discontent. 

The difficulty which faces all Hungarians is, if a Hapsburg be out of the 
question, who is there to whom they can turn? Until this question is satis- 
factorily settled, it will continue to be yet one more disturbing factor in a 
situation already full of discordant elements. 

I have, &c., 
W. ATHELSTAN- JOHNSON 


No. 195 


Mr. Athelstan-Fohnson (Budapest) to Earl Curzon (Received July 29) 
No. 524 [C 2568/541/27] 


BUDAPEST, uly 21, 1920 
My Lord, 

With reference to my despatch No. 510 of the 15th instant,' I have the 
honour to report that in company with Brogadier [sic] General Gorton, I 
motored to Debreczen on the 18th instant. 

On arrival the first person I called upon was the Chief Rabbi Vilmas 
Krausz. I translated to him in German the letter signed by Mr. Lucien 
Wolf, of the Joint Foreign Committee,? 2, Verulam Buildings, Gray’s Inn, 
London, dated June 28th,3 together with the enclosures contained in this 
letter, which was enclosed in Your Lordship’s despatch No. 290 (206720/3) 
of July 6th.¢ 

The Rabbi during this lecture expressed his disapproval on several occa- 
sions in a most emphatic way, and when I had concluded said the only way 
to stop these statements, which he characterised as ‘dangerous falsehoods’, 


' Not printed. In this despatch Mr. Athelstan-Johnson said that the accounts of the 
treatment of Jews in Debreczen received by General Gorton and the Inter-Allied Military 
Mission were so diametrically opposed to the statements made by Mr. Lucien Wolf that he 
had decided to accompany General Gorton to Debreczen and to make personal investiga- 
tions on the spot. 

2 i.e. the Joint Foreign Committee of the Jewish Board of Deputies and the Anglo- 
Jewish Association. 

3 In this letter (not printed) Mr. Wolf had repeated allegations of persecution of Jews in 
Hungary and had submitted the results of investigations by the Joint Committee. See also 
notes 9-14 below. 

4 These documents are not printed. 
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was for him to write to Dr. Herz, the Chief Rabbi in London, denying that 
there had ever been any pogrom. I have the honour to enclose this letter in 
original with copy attached to this despatch. 

He begged me to ask Your Lordship to have this letter conveyed to Dr. Herz, 
and to suggest, if the Chief Rabbi of London saw no objection, that this 
letter should be communicated to the Jewish members of His Majesty’s 
Government, and to all those who might be able to prevent the circulation 
of this dangerous, inflammable, and, as he stated ‘political propaganda’. 

He begged me to keep Your Lordship’s despatch No. 290 of the 6th July 
on my person whilst I was in Debreczen, as such a document, should it fall 
into wrong hands, might cause the very outbreaks of which at present he had 
no fear. 

During my stay in Debreczen I took occasion to speak with all classes of 
society, whilst General Gorton saw General Hegedus, the Military Com- 
mander of the town. I beg to enclose herein copy of the report he has 
addressed to me on this interview.* I was able to confirm the accuracy of the 
statements made by the Inter-allied Military Mission at Debreczen con- 
tained in Mr. Hohler’s despatches Nos. 393 of June 1st® and 429 of June 15th’ 
and my despatch No. 450 of June arst.8 I had also conversations with the 
son of the Rabbi, Wilhelm Krausz, who is a particularly brave man, though 
suffering from certain bodily disablements. He told me he was maltreated by 
officers from the Detachments at Budapest, who had tried and failed to incite 
the populace to outrages against Jews at Debreczen, and he agreed with me 
that from first to last there has been more danger to Jews in Budapest than 
in North-Eastern Hungary, and that all statements to the contrary were 
of a political nature, emanating from Roumania, Czecho-Slovakia and 
Austria. 

As a result of these conversations I beg to make certain observations on 
Mr. Lucien Wolf’s letter as I trust this may explain how he may have been 
led astray in London, by being over-anxious to prove certain points (in which 
I expect I am in agreement with him) by not allowing for exaggerations, 
and the very natural anxiety of those Jews who have not remained in Hun- 
gary over the fate of those they have left behind. 

Debreczen is the most important commercial town of North-Eastern 
Hungary. Before the war it had a population of 100,000, mostly protestants, 
but this number has largely increased during the war and since the armistice, 
owing to the influx of refugees from Transylvania and Czecho-Slovakia. 

The resident Jews of Debreczen are not (with the exception of a few 
hundred) Chassidim Jews, though the majority of the refugee Jews were of 
this orthodoxy. 


5 The original was in German. The English translation is printed as the enclosure below. 

6 Not printed. This referred to charges of ill-treatment of persons imprisoned at De- 
breczen. 

7 Not printed. This forwarded copies of two reports by Captain Graham of the British 
Military Mission concerning anti-semitism and ill-treatment of Jews in Debreczen. 

8 Not printed. This forwarded a copy of a report by Captain Graham, dated Debreczen, 
June 14, describing the ill-treatment of the son of the Jewish Rabbi Krausz. 
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In enclosure (I) of Mr. Wolf’s letter? it is stated that these Galician Jews 
were maltreated, etc., etc. This was not the case; they were brought from 
the internment camps in North-Eastern Hungary to Budapest at the request 
of the Polish Minister here in co-operation with the Jewish societies in 
Hungary, and repatriated to Poland. The question of lodging is, as in all 
Hungarian cities to-day an acute one, and I understand their comfort was 
not particularly well look[ed] after, but the habits and customs of these 
Jews do not permit of their being in close proximity to the native Jews or 
Christians of Debreczen. It so happens that I went with the Polish Minister 
to the railway station at Budapest about two months ago to see a train load 
of these very Jewish refugees from North-Eastern Hungary repatriated to 
Poland. Count Schembek questioned them and they stated that though they 
had suffered considerable hardships until they arrived at Budapest, from 
the moment they had been in the Polish Committee’s hands, they had 
nothing to complain of, and as the train departed the Chief Rabbi blessed 
us both. 

It is true the Komron Rabbi has had his ritual taken away from him,’ but 
it has not been sold and the Jews in Debreczen think it will probably be 
returned to him. An examination of the ‘Az Est’ of May aist fails to sub- 
stantiate anything in the nature of a ‘pogrom’.!! 

Enclosure (II)!? is without any foundation of truth. But after enquiry I 
think the statements originated from the fact that, towards the end of May 
certain officers of the Detachments in Budapest arrived at Debreczen, and 
tried to inflame the population against the Jews. They failed, and the Mili- 
tary Governor eventually treated the ringleaders as reported in General 
Gorton’s report, enclosed herein.t A few placards were posted up in the 
town depicting a military arm holding a whip; nothing was printed on them, 
but the populace understood what they meant. A meeting was announced 
to take place on or about May 2oth, at which about 100 people demon- 
strated against Jews on the chief square, and were dispersed by the authorities. 
It is therefore possible that Jews leaving Debreczen a few days before, and 
there seems to be easy smuggling of persons and goods across the Czecho- 
Slovak frontier, may have reported what they thought was going to happen, 
as if it had happened. 

This enclosure states what is a fact that the population of Debreczen 1s not 
in sympathy with outrages against Jews. 

The anomaly of the Czechs and Roumanians being regarded today as 


9 This was an ‘Extract from a letter from Dr. . . . a Hungarian Jew resident in London 
dated June 17th, 1920.’ 

10 Enclosure 1 in Mr. Wolf’s letter had stated that ‘the Komrover Rabbi’ had been 
robbed of all his possessions including his ritual implements. 

1 Enclosure 1 in Mr. Wolf’s letter had stated: ‘A description, in veiled manner, of these 
outrages was reported on May 2ist in the daily paper ‘“‘Az Est’’.’ 

12 This was an ‘Extract from letter from the same correspondent dated June 2oth, 1920’ 
and alleged that agents of the Horthy Government had coerced the two chief Rabbis in 
Debreczen to sign a letter saying that there had been no pogrom and had a few weeks later 
‘organized one which in cruelty surpassed anything these bands had done before’. 


235 


sympathisers of Hungarian Jews is due to the political attempts being made 
to-day to discredit Hungary abroad. 

For example I was shown a statement from a Roumanian newspaper 
which had been forwarded from Transylvania by a relation of Dr. Freund 
(see Mr. Hohler’s despatch No. 429 of June 15th)’ to the effect that Dr. 
Freund had been barbarously executed on the market square of Debreczen. 
This gentleman is to-day still in prison, and is probably absolutely innocent, 
but there is a delay in his trial and I propose to speak to Count Teleki with 
a view of expediting the hearing of this case. 

With regard to enclosure (III),!3 the Roumanians evacuated the town of 
Debreczen on March 2oth, there have been two Jewish murders there since 
that date; further comment is unnecessary. 

Enclosure (IV)'4 is by far the most interesting, though it was written nine 
months ago. It is signed by the Minister of Food, Stephen Szabo Nagyatad, 
who is an absolutely honest peasant. The other signatories do not inspire me 
with much confidence. 

I took this report to the Minister and asked him if he had ever signed it. 
He denied ever having even seen it: the only document of this nature he ever 
signed was one of about twelve lines, pointing out to Sir George Clerk the 
danger there was in Budapest at that time of unlicensed soldiery pillaging 
and maltreating Jews. 

He somewhat naively added: ‘I am only an old peasant, and any schoolboy 
can forge my signature.’ 

I walked about the streets of Debreczen and saw many Jews in Cafés, and 
at the best Restaurants. 

I spoke to a few and I was struck with the unanimity of their opinion, 
which is substantiated by the best Jews of Budapest, that the Jewish question 
in Hungary is far more one of education from within than of propaganda 
from without. 

As a comparison, I might suggest the difficulties the London Police might 
have to face on the night of a ‘Varsity’ Football Match in protecting the 
Nationals of some Foreign country, whose Government had been agitating 
against the riotous customs that still exist at both Oxford and Cambridge on 
certain festive occasions. 

Obviously the analogy cannot be pushed very far, but there is a consider- 
able resemblance between the young men of the Society of ‘Awakening 
Hungarians’! and the undergraduates of Oxford and Cambridge. 


13 This was another extract from a letter from the same correspondent, dated June 20, 
1920. It referred to fears of a pogrom in Debreczen as soon as the Roumanians evacuated 
the town. 

14 This was a ‘Statement sent to Sir George Clerk, High Commissioner of the Entente, 
by the Ex-Ministers Garami, Vazsonyi, Lovaszy, and the Minister Nagyatadi Szabd.’ It 
was dated Nov. 1919 and referred to the attitude of the Brachial Gewalt to pogroms and to 
the danger of military dictatorship in Hungary. 

1S This nationalist society, founded at Budapest soon after the October 1918 revolution in 
Hungary, according to a report dated May 24, 1920, from the American Mission at Budapest, 
had originally been composed largely ‘of chauvinist university and high school students, 
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In conclusion it must be realised there is a great deal of moral injustice 
done to Jews in Hungary, but except among the Military reactionaries, who 
unfortunately have got out of hand during the last few months, this injustice 
does not develop into physical outrages by the civil population against the 
Jews. As soon as the civil authorities obtain full control over the military, 
this should, de facto, cease. 

The anti-semitic press is the curse of the country and ribald paragraphs and 
pictures of assaults on Jews, which are supposed to be amusing, do more harm 
with excited and often inebriated youths of the country than anything else 
that may cause dislike of the Jews in general. 

Efforts to stop this newspaper ‘Hetzerei’!® should be made privately by the 
whole civilised press of Europe; the more public the education of Hun- 
garians against anti-semitism, the less will be its effects. There are many 
Jews in Hungary of whom any nation might be proud, but it can be under- 
stood that continual moral oppression and contumacy have their effect on 
the Jew as a whole in Hungary, and as a result make him less sympathetic 
to the average Hungarian or foreigner than he is amongst more civilised 
races. 

Regrettable as it may be, until the Civil authority has an absolute control 
over the military detachments, no one can prophesy that there will be no 
pogrom in Hungary, but the more such propaganda of the kind I have been 
criticising is circulated, the more danger there will be to the lives and prop- 
erty of Jews in Hungary. 

I have, &c., 
W. ATHELSTAN-JOHNSON 


together with a certain number of persons in general society’. As a result of Jewish par- 
ticipation in the Béla Kun regime it had become violently anti-semitic. It was also strongly 
opposed to the peace treaty of Trianon and its ratification. 

16 ‘agitation’. 


ENCLOSURE IN No. 195 


Translation Debreczen, July 19, 1920 


To his Reverence Dr. Herz, 
Chief Rabbi of Great Britain, London. 


Your Reverence, 

As I am informed that false reports concerning so-called Jewish pogroms 
are being spread about abroad as having taken place here, I feel it my duty 
to state to your Reverence the truth, which is that so-called pogroms, that is 
to say, Jewish murders and excesses against Jews, have not taken place here 
nor in the neighbourhood, and, having regard to the present feeling of the 
populace, are not to be anticipated. 

With brotherly greetings, &c., 
WILHELM Krausz, Chief Rabbi 
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No. 196 


The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Recetved Fuly 24) 
No. 844 Telegraphic: by bag [Confidential/General/199/2] 
PARIS, July 22, 1920 

A meeting of the Conference of Ambassadors was held this morning, 
Monsieur Jules Gambon being in the Chair :— 

1. The Conference considered a protest from the Austrian Delegation 
together with a telegram from Colonel Gosset at Radkersberg [sic], copies of 
both of which are enclosed in my despatch No. 2333 of to-day’s date.' It 
was decided that a telegram should be sent to Belgrade informing the Yugo- 
Slav Government that the Austrian Government had evacuated Abstall and 
that, consequently, the Yugo-Slavs had no longer any pretext for refusing to 
evacuate Radkersberg, Spielfeld and other districts still occupied by them 
in contravention of the Treaty of Saint Germain. If they still delayed evacua- 
tion, the responsibility of what might occur would rest with them... .? 


™ Not printed. 2 The subsequent sections related to other matters. 


No. 197 
Sir A. Young (Belgrade) to Earl Curzon (Received Fuly 24, 11.25 p.m.) 
No. 215 Telegraphic [C 2167/305/3] 


Urgent BELGRADE, July 24, 1920, 12 noon 
In reply to urgent representations made by myself and French Minister 
Serb-Croat-Slovene Government declared yesterday definite orders for 
evacuation of Radkersburg and other Austrian territory were despatched 
on July 20th and will be repeated. 
Repeated to Paris and Vienna. 


No. 198 


Mr. Athelstan-Fohnson (Budapest) to Earl Curzon 
(Recewed July 26, 11.45 a.m.) 
No. 435 Telegraphic [C 2393/2392/21 | 
BUDAPEST, july 25, 1920, 1.40 p.m. 
My immediately preceding telegram. 
I met my Italian, French and American colleagues this morning in order 


? Of July 24, not printed. In this Mr. Athelstan-Johnson had recorded a conversation that 
evening with the Hungarian Prime Minister in which Count Teleki had expressed his con- 
cern at the advance of the Soviet Russian forces (in their campaign against Poland) towards 
the Carpathians. Count Teleki had requested him ‘to convey to His Majesty’s Government 
request of Hungarian Government that some steps might be taken at once to prevent 
Hungarian plains from being overrun by Russians’. 
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to discuss question that had been put to all of us by Prime Minister regarding 
possibility of a Russian Bolshevist advance across the Carpathians. 
We agreed to telegraph to our respective Governments in following sense. 


‘The Carpathians should be defended if possible by an Allied force but 
if this proved to be impossible to suggest that Hungarian Army under Allied 
Generals be employed to doso as we were unanimous in considering Czecho- 
Slovaks were incapable of any effective action. 

“We make this suggestion under obvious reserve that Government of 
Prague will raise strong objections to such a course. 

“We suggest urgency, if this has not already been done, of sending an 
Allied Military Commission to control troops to east of Carpathians. 

“We consider that unless situation develops seriously request of Hungarian 
Government for arms and equipment should be refused.’2 


My American colleague read us out telegram he has addressed to State 
Department yesterday after audience he had had with Governor and Prime 
Minister which gave similar view of situation as reported in my immediately 
preceding telegram though throwing doubt on formation of Soviets at Kassa 
and in Slovakia.3 It ended with words ‘It seems as if Allies have now to 
choose between letter of law of Peace Treaties or Bolshevists’. 

Repeated to Paris. 


2 In a minute of July 28 initialled by Lord Curzon Sir E. Crowe commented: ‘Childish 
suggestions’. 

3 The actual words of Mr. Athelstan-Johnson’s No. 434 were: ‘He [Count Teleki] stated, 
and I believe this to be true, that a Soviet had been proclaimed at Kassa, similar risings 
were to be anticipated at Munkacs and elsewhere.’ 


No. 199 


Earl Curzon to the Earl of Derby (Paris) and Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) 
No. 842" Telegraphic [C 2194/1675/21] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, July 28, 1920, 9 p.m. 


Hungarian Prime Minister has informed His Majesty’s Acting High 
Commissioner in Budapest that Hungarian Government have asked for 
extradition of Bela Kun and his associates from Germany, and he under- 
stands that German Government are referring matter to Entente.? 

His Majesty’s Government have always maintained that this question does 


' No. 842 to Paris, No. 331 to Rome. 

2 In his telegram No. 315 of July 16 Mr. Lindley had reported the conclusion of an agree- 
ment between the Austrian and Soviet Russian Governments concerning the return of 
prisoners of war. ‘One of the Russian conditions’, he said, ‘was the release of Hungarian 
refugees interned here.’ In consequence ‘Bela Kun and Professor Varyas, formerly Hun- 
garian Commissar, were sent to Russia yesterday in a train conveying Russian prisoners of 
war.’ Their route lay through Germany. For Hungarian documents relating to this 
question, see Deak, vol. i, Nos. 482, 494-5, 517, 534- 
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not concern them, and they would not be prepared to give the German 
Government any advice in the matter. 

Please inform French/Italian Government and enquire whether they 
concur.3 

Repeated to Vienna No. 211. Budapest 237. Berlin 253. 


3 In their telegrams, No. 907 of Aug. 2 and No. 335 of Aug. 8 respectively (not printed), 
Lord Derby and Sir. G. Buchanan reported the concurrence of the two Governments. 


No. 200 


Earl Curzon to Sir A. Young (Belgrade) 
No. 380 [C’ 2623/308/22] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, July 28, 1920 
Sir, 

While I was at Spa earlier in the month, I had a conversation with 
Dr. Trumbich on the still unsolved, and apparently interminable, Adriatic 
problem. 

At earlier stages in the controversy, Dr. Trumbich had indicated to me 
and to others that the Serb-Croat-Slovene Government were prepared to 
come to an arrangement with the Italians that would be equally honourable 
to both parties; but, when on previous occasions I had hinted at such a 
settlement to Signor Nitti or to others, the answer had always been (1) that 
the Italian Prime Minister preferred to settle the matter himself without any 
intermediary, and (2) that Dr. Trumbich, whatever he might say in con- 
versation, had no real authority from his Government to carry out any 
transaction. 

Accordingly, I now asked Dr. Trumbich to tell me quite plainly, if he 
could, what was the degree of authority which he exercised, whether he 
was empowered to come to a definite agreement with the Italian Govern- 
ment, and in what form the negotiations had been left in the concluding 
stages of his conversations with Signor Scialoja at Pallanza before the fall 
of Signor Nitti’s Government. I felt, I said, that these long delays were 
injurious, if not dangerous, to both parties, and were inimical to the general 
cause of peace. A new Government, coming into power in Italy, would 
surely desire to bring the problem to a solution, and it would be helpful to me 
to know the position in which, from the Yugo-Slav point of view, the matter 
stood. 

Dr. Trumbich first assured me that he had full powers from his Govern- 
ment, not only to negotiate, but to settle, and that any suspicion that he 
would be thrown over or not supported by them need not be entertained. 

(I may add that the Serbian Ministry has since fallen and is in process of 
reconstruction.)! 

™ M. Vesnitch, who had handed in the resignation of his coalition cabinet on July 20, 


formed a new administration in the middle of August in which M. Trumbitch retained his 
position as Minister for Foreign Affairs. 
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He then described the form which his negotiations with Signor Scialoja 
had assumed, and the point at which they had been left. Briefly summarised, 
they were as follows: the town of Fiume, as distinct from the port, was to be 
handed over to Italian sovereignty; the port was to be recognised and 
administered as a part of the Yugo-Slav State; the buffer State was to dis- 
appear altogether from the map; the Wilson line in the north was to be 
maintained; along the coast, the Italian claim for a corridor was to be 
abandoned; the Wilson frontier of Istria was to be accepted; and the island 
of Lissa was to be assigned, not to Italy, but to the Serb-Croat-Slovene State. 
These were the lines upon which, or upon a variation of which, Dr. Trum- 
bich was prepared to resume negotiations with the Italian Government at 
any moment. 

A little later I reported this conversation, in general outline, to the new 
Italian Minister for Foreign Affairs, Count Sforza. Without expressing any 
opinion upon the merits of the proposals, I urged him to take an early 
opportunity of re-opening discussions with Dr. Trumbich or the Jugo-Slav 
Government, assuring him of their apparent willingness to come to an 
agreement, and informing him that Dr. Trumbich had full powers for the 
purpose. 

Count Sforza told me that his Government were quite prepared to resume 
negotiations, but that they had not desired to do so in the first few weeks of 
their entering upon Office, and he had not yet had an opportunity of going 
exhaustively into the matter with Signor Giolitti. Indeed, he was not at all 
clear that his views concurred with those of the latter, and anything he said 
to me upon the point must be taken subject to this qualification, since he was 
not yet in a position to say how far his own opinions would prevail. Per- 
sonally, however, he thought that a solution of the question should be sought 
less upon the lines of the recent conversations of Signor Scialoja than upon 
the proposal which had been handed to MM. Trumbich and Passich [szc] by 
M. Clemenceau at a Meeting of the Supreme Council in Paris on the 
14th of January 1920,? although this proposal had not at the time proved 
acceptable, and had subsequently disappeared from view. 

Count Sforza’s own ideas, based generally upon the above proposal, were 
as follows: He did not claim or desire the sovereignty of Italy over the town 
of Fiume, and indeed thought it might be an embarrassment in the future. 
He preferred the reconstitution of the ‘corpus separatum’ of Fiume as a small 
independent City State, but he did not seem to view with any particular 
interest the placing of its independence under the guarantee of the League of 
Nations. He thought that the port and railways should fall within the same 
arrangement, with full guarantees for the use of them by the Serb-Croat- 
Slovene State. When I asked him what, in the absence of the League of 
Nations, was to be the guarantee for the integrity and independence of this 
new unit, the point was one which he had apparently not thought out. The 
buffer State in the north was to disappear, but the frontier, instead of follow- 
ing the Wilson line, was to be pushed to the east as proposed in the Treaty of 

3 See Cmd. 586 of 1920, No. 7. 
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London but so as to leave within the boundary of the Yugo-Slav State the 
railway running from Fiume northwards. President Wilson’s line was to be 
accepted in its southern section as far as Monte Maggiore, but from there 
it was to be drawn in a sweep to the coast, leaving the whole of that part of 
Istria in Italian hands. Italy would abandon her claim to the island of Lissa, 
but on the other hand expected to receive the island of Cherso, which in 
Yugo-Slav hands might become a menace to Pola. Italy was also to give up 
any claim to Zara, which might become a Free State in Yugo-Slav territory. 
Owing to the difficulties which had arisen in Albania, Italy was disposed to 
retire from that country altogether. 

I place these views on record, not because they possess any definite official 
value, but as indicating a stage in the history of this unfortunate and pro- 
tracted controversy. 

Iam, &c., 
CuRZON OF KEDLESTON 


No. 201 


Earl Curzon to Mr. Athelstan- Johnson (Budapest) 
No. 239 Telegraphic [C 2750/5/27] 
Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, July 29, 1920, 7 p.m. 


Labour Party will initiate debate in Parliament on August 5th on situa- 
tion in Hungary. Alleged White Terror will be denounced, and speakers 
will probably accuse His Majesty’s Government of breach of faith in regard 
to Agoston and Haubrich whon,, it is alleged, they undertook to protect 
against political vengeance. Examination of all reports received shows that 
there is no foundation for this charge, which will be refuted. 

It is however true that Entente representatives did enter into negotiations 
in July last year with a view to formation of Government which was to have 
included these two men, and they cannot therefore disinterest themselves 
entirely from their fate.! 

Please obtain audience of Supreme Governor and enquire of him whether 
it would be possible either not to proceed with the charges against these men 
or, if this is impossible and sentence is passed, to exercise the prerogative of 
mercy. You should explain that, in approaching him in this matter, His 
Majesty’s Government are actuated not only by consideration of their own 
responsibility, whatever that may amount to, but by a genuine desire to 
lessen Hungary’s embarrassment. Admiral Horthy is possibly still unaware 
of the extent to which public opinion here is interested in Hungarian affairs 
and of good effect which any striking act of clemency on the part of the 
Hungarian Government would have. If considerations of internal policy 
would admit of it, His Majesty’s Government are confident that to show 


' See Vol. VI, Nos. 57, 64, 70, 74-5. 
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clemency to these men would in the end be in the best interest of Hungary 
herself. 

If by any means action in this sense could be announced in the forthcoming 
Debate in Parliament this would afford a means of making the most of such 
a proof of the moderation and justice of the present Hungarian Government. 


No. 202 
Earl Curzon to Mr, Athelstan- Johnson (Budapest) 


No. 333 [C 1959/283/21] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, July 30, 1920 
Sir, 

In your despatch No. 518 of the 17th instant! you have enquired how far 
His Majesty’s Government consider the problem of the future king of Hun- 
gary as a purely internal matter or as a European question. 

2. His Majesty’s Government and the Allied Governments have on several 
occasions given a clear indication of their attitude towards this question, 
which is that it would be impossible for them to tolerate the accession to the 
throne of Hungary of any member of the Hapsburg family. There are many 
reasons for adhering to this decision, the principal being that such an event 
would be certain to create distrust among the governments of the countries 
bordering on Hungary. 

3. In practice His Majesty’s Government could not consider the possibility 
of a member of the British Royal family becoming a candidate for the Hun- 
garian throne. 

4. For the rest, His Majesty’s Government have no desire to interfere in 
the choice of a sovereign by the Hungarian people themselves, subject only 
to the condition that the candidate shall not be a Hapsburg. This reserva- 
tion is dictated solely by considerations of European policy, owing to the 
fact that such a choice would be calculated to disturb the peace of Europe. 
Apart from this consideration the selection of a monarch 1s in the opinion of 
His Majesty’s Government a matter of internal Hungarian politics. 

Iam, &c., 
(for the Secretary of State) 
Eric PHIPPs 


1 No. 194. 
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No. 203 


Mr, Athelstan-Fohnson (Budapest) to Earl Curzon 
(Received August 2, 2.35 p.m.) 


No. 448 Telegraphic [C 2775/5/21] 


Urgent BUDAPEST, August 1, 1920, 7.30 p.m. 


On the receipt of Your Lordship’s telegram No. 239,' I immediately 
applied for an audience with the Governor who is at present in residence at 
GodGll6, 20 miles distant from Budapest. 

This was fixed for yesterday afternoon. 

His Highness readily agreed to make a declaration in the sense desired but 
said he must first consult the Prime Minister as to its wording. 

I am now in receipt of an official note from Count Teleki, which may be 
quoted, and begins :— 

‘It would be quite unthinkable that any influence from any quarter 
whatever should be brought to bear upon members of a Hungarian 
Tribunal and public opinion would be certainly ripe in vehement pro- 
testation if our courts could even be suspected of being open to ingerence 
from without. It would be considered as an insult to their integrity if 
His Serene Highness the Governor should make a declaration with regard 
to exercising his prerogative of mercy before sentence has been passed. 

‘I can however assure Your Excellency that case in question will be 
dealt with according to principles of perfect equity.’ [Ends] 


Count Teleki has also written to me the following private letter, Begins. 


‘In addition to my official letter I should like to tell you that although 
Governor cannot make any declaration which would determine his atti- 
tude before sentence has been passed his decision will be asked according 
to Hungarian Law immediately after trial. 

‘As things are to-day I have not the slightest doubt that this question 
will be settled not only in conformity with the principle of equity and 
leniency but also to full satisfaction of English Public opinion.’ Ends. 


As Governor assured me in private conversation yesterday that he would 
do everything in his power to exercise leniency in the case of Agaoston [sic] 
and Haubrich, I think that His Majesty’s Government can feel assured that 
lives of these two men are perfectly safe, and that whatever sentence is passed 
will be considerably modified by Governor. 

I have found both Governor and Count Teleki ready to promise utmost 
clemency to these two prisoners but they have refused to put this on paper or 
allow themselves to be quoted, as they are both evidently afraid of public 
opinion here. 

Doctor Vambéry’s report on first half of case was sent by bag yesterday in 
my despatch No. 560.? 


™ No. 201. 2 Of July 31, not printed. 
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No. 204 


Mr. Athelstan-Fohnson (Budapest) to Earl Curzon 
(Received August 3, 4.30 p.m.) 


No. 449 Telegraphic [C 2922/5/21] 
BUDAPEST, August I, 1920, 7.30 p.m. 


My immediately preceding telegram. ! 

I beg to submit debate in House of Commons on August 5th will be of 
little service to Labour and Socialist party here if it is in any way turned into 
violent attack on present Hungarian Government but I think show of 
solidarity with Labour Party in Hungary by assuring this country of coal for 
factories and assisting in exports and imports on condition that this Govern- 
ment guarantees to meet demands of moderate socialists would be of use. 

Any tirades against so-called White Terror will do no good to Socialists 
here and will most certainly endanger lives of Jews in Budapest for whose 
protection I have pleaded with Hungarian Government with what I hope is 
some little success. 

1 No. 203. 


No. 205 


Mr. Athelstan-Fohnson (Budapest) to Earl Curzon 


(Received August 3, 2.45 p.m.) 
No. 451 Telegraphic [C 2912/5/27] 
Very urgent BUDAPEST, August 2,! 1920, 8.40 a.m. 

My telegram 4 (? 48) 

In acknowledging receipt of Prime Minister’s private letter to me I pointed 
out that official note was unsatisfactory and in no way represented statements 
made to me by Governor. 

I have now received further letter from Prime Minister which is a little 
more helpful for debate for August 5th. After recapitulating laws preventing 
Governor from making declaration as desired, Prime Minister expresses 
hope that it may be possible to make a statement in House of Commons 
about ‘absolute high standing of Hungarian Courts of Justice’ and ends his 
letter as follows :— 


‘As far as constitution allows His Highness the Governor is watching 
trial of people’s Commissioners with keen interest and closest attention. 
Further you may inform Prime Minister of Great Britain on my behalf 
that final issue of case will be in conformity with those principles of justice 
and mercy which are equally dear to the House of Commons as they are 
to National Assembly of Hungary. 


? This telegram was drafted on Aug. 1. 2 448, i.e. No. 203. 
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‘A statement to this effect can be made in the House of Commons, . . .3 
should His Majesty’s Government desire . . .3 (Signed) Teleki.’ 


3 The text is here uncertain. 


No. 206 
Earl Curzon to Sir R. Graham (The Hague) 


No. 422 [C 2340/5/27] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, August 3, 1920 
Sir, 

With reference to your despatch No. 606 Confidential, of July 23rd regard- 
ing the boycott of Hungary,' I would observe that Mr. Fimmen’s statement 
to the effect that the local labour representatives in Central Europe who 
are organising the boycott of Hungary have been approached by the Allied 
Missions, is, so far as I am aware, incorrect. At all events no British Mission 
has approached the local labour representatives officially and the attitude 
of H.M.G. has always been that they are unable to intervene in the matter 
and do not recognise the boycott. 

2. I consider that the view expressed in the penultimate paragraph of your 
despatch is correct.2 It seems possible that the boycott will eventually break 
down of itself and I think it extremely probable that its organisers, faced with 
failure, are endeavouring to find a way out. 

3. If you are approached again by Mr. Fimmen in the matter, you should 
explain to him simply that H.M.G. have never interfered with the boycott, 
which 1s no affair of theirs and which cannot affect their relations with the 
present Hungarian Government. 

Iam, &c., 
(for the Secretary of State) 
Eric Puipps 


™ Not printed. This reported that Mr. Fimmen, Secretary of the International Federa- 
tion of Trades Unions at Amsterdam, had called at H.M. Legation at The Hague to speak on 
the subject of the boycott of Hungary. 

2 Sir R. Graham had written as follows: ‘I felt obliged to receive Mr. Fimmen’s overtures 
with caution. His object might be merely to extricate himself and his organisation from a 
difficult position with official help. It looked as if the boycott of Hungary was inflicting 
greater inconvenience upon the neighbouring States than upon Hungary herself.’ 
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No. 207 
Mr. Lindley (Vienna) to Earl Curzon (Received August 16) 


No. 509 [© 3919/305/3] 
VIENNA, August 3, 1920 
My Lord, | 

With reference to my telegram No. 335 of July 28th [29th],! I have the 
honour to report that Colonel Gossett [sic] returned from Radkersburg on 
the 31st ultimo, having successfully concluded his mission. 

The S.H.S. troops evacuated that town on the 26th and Spielfeld on the 
29th, on which days the Austrian military and civil authorities came in. 
Colonel Gossett managed to have the Spielfeld-Radkersburg Railway line, 
which had been destroyed by the Austrian peasants, immediately repaired. 
The Abstall-Becken was previously occupied by the S.H.S. troops as reported 
by me at the time.? 

Your Lordship will no doubt have seen the reports sent by Colonel Gosset 
to the Conference of Ambassadors at Paris, but I desire to call your Lord- 
ship’s attention to the very delicate situation with which Colonel Gossett 
had to deal. The local excitement on the Austrian side was intense and the 
S.H.S. Authorities were at first remarkably recalcitrant. That the evacuation 
and occupation took place without bloodshed must, in my opinion, be 
ascribed to the tact and untiring efforts of Colonel Gosset who, by his hand- 
ling of a very difficult situation, not only deserves great praise himself but has 
added to the respect and prestige of his countrymen. 

I venture to hope that the Boundary Commission may get to work as 
soon as possible since minor questions of frontier, which often give rise to 
much local friction and inconvenience, still remain to be settled.3 

I have, &c. 
F, O. LINDLEY 
™ Not printed. 

? In Vienna telegram No. 322 of July 20, not printed. 


3 In Foreign Office telegram No. 866 of Aug. 3 (not printed) to Belgrade it was stated 
that the Boundary Commission proposed to start work about Aug. 11. 


No. 208 
Mr. Athelstan-Fohnson (Budapest) to Earl Curzon 
(Received August 7, 7.40 p.m.) 
No. 455 Telegraphic [C 3287/2392/21] 


BUDAPEST, August 5, 1920! 

My telegram No. 435 of July 25th.? 
I am in receipt of note from Prime Minister pointing out that Russians 
are only 100 kilometres from Carpathians, that according to Hungarian 


' The time of despatch is not recorded. 2 No. 198. 
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information Czecho-Slovaks will make common cause with Russians} and 
that Budapest is only 40 kilometres from Czecho-Slovak Frontier. 

Note begs me to draw attention of His Majesty’s Government to above 
and requests that sufficient equipment to place seven Hungarian Infantry 
Divisions and one Cavalry Division in the field be provided by Allies.* 

Copy of Note by next bag.5 


3 For the official Czecho-Slovak attitude, see Vol. XI, No. 410. 

4 For instructions to the Hungarian representative in Paris to make a similar request in 
Paris, see Deak, vol. i, No. 523. In his despatch No. 568 of Aug. 5 Mr. Athelstan-Johnson 
reported that at that day’s meeting of the Inter-Allied Military Mission General Mombelli 
had pointed out ‘that the Hungarian Government have three fully equipped strong divisions, 
not “four feeble brigades’’ [as in the Hungarian Prime Minister’s note], and that though 
the question of making use of the Hungarian Army had doubtless not been lost sight of by 
the Supreme Allied Command, the matter was not one of such immediate urgency, as 
Count Teleki wished to make out’. 

5 The note, dated July 31, was transmitted under cover of Budapest despatch No. 568 
of Aug. 5 referred to in n. 4 above. 


No. 209 
Sir G. Grahame (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received August 9) 


No. 2528 [C 3398/2915/62] 
PARIS, August 6, 1920 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to inform Your Lordship, with reference to your tele- 
gram No. 871 of the 4th instant,' that I attended a meeting of the War 
Criminals Committee? held at the Ministry for Foreign Affairs yesterday 
afternoon, under the presidency of Monsieur Jules Cambon. The other 
countries represented were Italy, Japan, Czecho-Slovakia, The Serb-Croat- 
Slovene State, Roumania, Poland and Greece. 

The first matter to be considered was that of the lists to be presented to 
the Austrian Government within one month of the ratification of the Treaty 
of St. Germain, viz: before the 16th instant. Only one list was actually 
aubmitted [s7c] to the meeting, namely the Serb-Croat-Slovene Government’s 
list, consisting of 302 names, copy of which I have the honour to transmit 
to Your Lordship herewith.3 The Italian and Czecho-Slovak representatives 
stated that they would probably have very short lists which they would 
submit in time for communication to the Austrian Government. 

As regards the Serb-Croat-Slovene list, I immediately objected that the 
Allied Powers could not give the Serb-Croat-Slovene Government a blanc- 
signe by accepting this list of 302 names as it stood, and I suggested its reduc- 
tion as had been done in the case of the Allied lists presented to Germany.* 


' Not printed. 

2 In place of the Lord Chancellor, who was unable to attend. 
3 Not attached to filed copy. 

* See, e.g., Vol. V, No. 344, and Vol. IX, No. 559. 
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The President then examined the list cursorily, and pointed out that many 
of the crimes indicated were not by any means of the first magnitude. The 
object of the prosecution of war criminals—in itself a new procedure—was 
to condemn the new theory of ‘frightfulness’ in War as applied by the Germans 
and their Allies by condemning the most flagrant crimes caused by it. 
Keeping this purpose of the prosecution in view, the Principal Allied and 
Associated Powers had radically reduced their own original lists for presenta- 
tion to Germany, and he requested the Serb-Croat-Slovene representative 
to reduce his list on the same lines. Furthermore, the Serb-Croat-Slovene 
list contained the names of many Hungarians which must be withdrawn 
forthwith as the list was to be presented to Austria only. The remaining 
Austrian names might, he suggested, be reduced by about one half, keeping 
in mind the object of the prosecution as already explained. 

The Serb-Croat-Slovene representative who arrived half-an-hour after 
the meeting had begun, said that he had already asked his Government to 
reduce the list, but that they had refused. I therefore desired him, when 
communicating with his Government, to point out that this fact had been 
communicated to us but that our request was nevertheless maintained: that 
the principal Allies of Serbia having to participate in the responsibility of 
the presentation of the list, must be allowed to have some say in the 
manner in which it was drawn up. Monsieur Cambon urged him to press his 
Government to consent to such reduction before the 16th instant, and gave 
him to understand that the Committee was not inclined to pass the Serb- 
Croat-Slovene list in its present form. It was decided that the Serb-Croat- 
Slovene list, if reduced on the lines indicated by Monsieur Cambon, together 
with the short lists to be submitted by the Czecho-Slovakian and Italian repre- 
sentatives, should be transmitted to the Austrian Delegation here before the 
16th instant, with a simple covering letter.5 

It was made clear to the Serb-Croat-Slovene Delegate that these observa- 
tions were not put forward from any ignorance or lack of appreciation of the 
sufferings inflicted on Serbia by her invaders. 

As the ratification of the Bulgarian Treaty is imminent, the lists to be 
presented to Bulgaria were also discussed. Only two lists were submitted to 
the meeting, vz. a Greek list of 176 names (copy enclosed)? and a Rou- 
manian list of 12 names (Copy not yet available). The Serb-Croat-Slovene 
representative stated that he also had a list which he would submit. The 
President requested the Greek and Serb-Croat-Slovene representatives to 
reduce their lists for Bulgaria in the same manner, and it was decided that 
these three lists should be transmitted to the Bulgarian Government without 
a further meeting of the Committee, unless some fresh difficulty arose. . . .° 


5 In his despatch No. 2877 of Sept. 7 (not printed) Lord Derby reported that at the 
meeting of the War Criminals Committee on the 6th the Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation 
had handed in a reduced list of 200 names which had been accepted as definitive. 

6 The two last paragraphs referred to the Spa resolution of July 9 relating to the supply 
of information to the High Court of Leipzig by the Attorney-General of Germany and the 
Ministers of Justice of the Allied Powers (see Vol. VIII, No. 53): these paragraphs are 
summarized in Vol. X, No. 231, n. 3. 
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No. 210 
Mr. Lindley (Vienna) to Earl Curzon (Received August 16) 


No. 515 [C 3922/5/21] 
VIENNA, August 7, 1920 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to report, with reference to my telegram No. 346 of 
yesterday’s date,' that this morning’s ‘Arbeiter Zeitung’ contains an open 
letter addressed to the ‘Organised Workmen of Austria’ by Mr. Fimmen, 
Secretary of the International Trades Union Congress at Amsterdam. 

In this letter Mr. Fimmen explains that the boycott of Hungary has been 
raised because the International Trades Union has not proved strong enough 
to induce the ruling classes in the various European countries to bring pres- 
sure to bear on the Hungarian Government. This has resulted in a heavier 
task falling on the Austrian workmen than would otherwise have been the 
case. Two other reasons must be added; firstly that the workmen of Hungary 
are so oppressed that they have been unable to make any corresponding 
effort in their own country; secondly that the Hungary of the White terror 
is directly and indirectly supported by Governments who have the power to 
put an end to the excesses, but do not wish to do so because a reactionary 
Hungary suits their interests better than a Hungary in which the working 
classes enjoy the same rights as in other European countries. It is the Powers 
of the Entente who are entirely to blame for the horrors and continuance of 
the White Terror. 

After congratulating the workers of Austria on the unexampled discipline 
and self-sacrifice with which they carried out the orders of Amsterdam, Mr. 
Fimmen goes on to say that, though the boycott has not been a complete 
success, it has obtained certain positive results. In the first place it has 
persuaded the world that a White Terror really exists in Hungary and, in 
the second place it has forced the Hungarian Government to promise certain 
concessions which a short time ago were considered quite unattainable. It 
remains, of course, to be seen whether Count Teleki will keep his promises to 
the working classes. If he does not, the whole responsibility will fall on the 
Powers of the Entente who have the power to make him do so. After de- 
claring that the boycott ends to-morrow, the letter concludes with thanks to 
the workers of Austria as the best troops of the International. 

I learn from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs that the end of the boycott is 
really due to the representations made at Amsterdam by Dr. Forstner, the 
Austrian Deputy whom Dr. Renner sent there on a mission. As a result of 
these representations, Mr. Fimmen came to Vienna and decided that the 
boycott was so inconvenient to this country that it should cease. The fact 
is that the Austrians are the only people who have carried out the boycott 
thoroughly, and this explains the great irritation against Austria which was 
created in Hungary. 


™ Not printed. This reported that newspapers had announced that the International 
Trades Union Congress had decided to end the boycott on Aug. 8. 
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Now that the boycott is over it is to be hoped that the relations between the 
two countries will become less unfriendly, but much depends on the measures 
taken by the Hungarian Government in the matter of the raid on Fiirsten- 
feld which formed the subject of my telegram No. 341 of 3rd. August.? 

A copy of this despatch is being sent to His Majesty’s Representative at 
Buda-Pesth. | 

I have, &c., 
F. QO. LINDLEY 


2 Not printed. A raid had been made, allegedly by Hungarians, on the arms depot at 
Furstenfeld near the Austro-Hungarian border on July 30. Cf. Deak, vol. i, Nos. 527, 530, 


532, 537» 539» 542. 


No. 211 
Mr. Rattigan (Bucharest) to Earl Curzon (Received August 10, 6 p.m.) 


No. 359 [C 3503/7/21] 
BUCHAREST, August 9, 1920, 10.35 p.m. 


Roumanian Government now inform me that they have appointed Colonel 
Starcea, late equerry to King, as Minister at Budapest and have invited 
Hungarian Government to nominate diplomatic representative here.! 

I have again intervened with regard to death sentence on Colonel Cserey 
and three other Hungarian officers and Roumanian Government have 
replied that they will try to arrange with Hungarian Government exchange 
of these prisoners and Roumanian prisoners in Hungary. I have insisted that 
Colonel Starcea should take up his post without delay. 

Repeated to Budapest No. 35. 

1 At its meeting on June 30 the Conference of Ambassadors had agreed that a strong note 


should be sent to the Roumanian Delegation to the Peace Conference urging the speedy 
appointment of a Roumanian diplomatic representative to Budapest. Cf. Deak, vol. i, 


Nos. 568-9, 572. 


No. 212 


Earl Curzon to Mr. Athelstan- Johnson (Budapest) 
No. 245 Telegraphic [C 3647/141/21] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, August I1, 1920, 9 p.m. 


Have Hungarian Government taken any steps to ratify Treaty, or is there 
any prospect of their doing so in near future? 
You should take any opportunity of urging that it be done without delay. 
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No. 213 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Athelstan- Johnson (Budapest) 


No. 359 [C 2912/5/27] 


Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, August 13, 1920 
Sir, 

The projected Debate on Hungary in the House of Commons, originally 
fixed, as stated in my telegram No. 239 of the 2oth ultimo,' for August 5th, 
was postponed till the roth or 11th instant. 

2. Shortly before that, however, Colonel Wedgwood, M.P., intimated 
privately to the Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State that he was doubt- 
ful of the wisdom of raising the question at this stage, as he apprehended that 
the number of Questions which he had put, and the speeches which he had 
on various occasions made in regard to Hungarian affairs might have done 
more harm than good.? 

3. On receipt of your telegram No. 451, of the Ist instant,? the message 
from Count Teleki contained therein was communicated privately to Colonel 
Wedgwood, who expressed his satisfaction and thereupon definitely decided 
to abandon his idea of initiating a Debate on Hungary. 

4. After the communications which have passed between you and the 
Hungarian Government, the latter may be at a loss to understand why no 
report of a Debate has appeared. It might be well therefore to take an 
opportunity of explaining to them what passed. It is to be hoped that the 
Hungarian Government will realise that by giving the assurances contained 
in your telegram referred to they have gone some way towards conciliating 
a section of opinion in this country which has generally been hostile to them, 
and they will appreciate the fact that their position and their relations with 
His Majesty’s Government will thereby be made somewhat easier. Their 
critics here have taken them at their word, and by carrying out their pro- 
mises the Hungarian Government will give evidence of their good faith. The 
matter not having been raised in Parliament it will be easier for the Hun- 
garian Government to give effect to their assurances, without any semblance 
of acting under pressure from any quarter. 

Iam, &c.,4 
1 No. 201. 2 Cf. No. 188, n. 2. 3 No. 205. 
¢ Signature lacking from filed copy. 
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No. 214 


Mr. Athelstan-Fohnson (Budapest) to Earl Curzon 
(Received August 17, 11.30 a.m.) 


No. 469 Telegraphic [C 4036/141/27] 


BUDAPEST, August 16, 1920, 8 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 245.! 

I saw Prime Minister today and used every possible argument I could 
voice in favour of immediate ratification of Peace Treaty. Count Teleki 
told me that personally he realised it would be a good thing to ratify Treaty 
at an early date but there were two technical difficulties :— 

1. Chamber was tomorrow to begin discussion on Agrarian reform which 
would take at least three weeks. 

2. That events in Poland were exciting population of Hungary whose 
sympathies were with Poland and that public opinion here considered ‘Allies 
had let down their Enfant Gate’? and that until situation was clearer he 
assured me that any proposal be [he] brought forward of nature I suggested 
would inevitably lead to fall of Ministry. 

With regard to last point I think that he is right. 

On my urging him to at once begin some kind of Press propaganda to 
prepare public opinion for what after all was the inevitable, Prime Minister 
promised that on the first possible occasion he would feel morally bound to 
do so. 

I came away from interview convinced that there is no chance whatever of 
ratification taking place for two months at least and that it will even then 
require joint Allied pressure to compel Ministry and National Assembly to 
agree to this ratification. 

With reference to this question I beg to draw attention to my despatch 
No. 593 of August 13th.3 I am reporting fully on this interview, which lasted 
over an hour, by next bag.* 


1 No. 212. 

2 Soviet Russia’s severe peace terms had recently been communicated to the Polish 
Government, which had been informed by Lord Curzon that the British Government 
‘could not assume responsibility of taking hostile action against Russia if conditions now 
offered, in their general substance, were refused’; see Vol. XI, No. 411. 

3 Not printed. 

* Reported in despatch No. 599 of Aug. 18, received Aug. 30. 
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No. 215 
Mr. Rattigan (Bucharest) to Earl Curzon (Received August 25) 


No. 220 [C' 4790/4025/19] 


BUCHAREST, August 19, 1920 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to report that Mr. Benes! arrived here yesterday. A 
large banquet was given by Mr. Take Jonesco? in his honour last night at the 
Foreign Office, at which speeches were delivered by both statesmen. There 
was nothing very striking in either of these speeches. Both speakers em- 
phasised the earnest desire for peace of their respective Governments and the 
necessity for close relations of friendship between their two states. 

Mr. Take Jonesco told me just before dinner that Mr. Benes had informed 
him he had just concluded at Belgrade a defensive Alliance between Czecho- 
Slovakia and Jugo-Slavia3 in which it was hoped Roumania would join. 
Take Jonesco had replied that he could get the Roumanian Government to 
do so but would not act unless Greece were included. He considered that 
later on Poland and Austria should also be invited to join the combination. 
In the course of conversation after dinner Mr. Benes informed me of the 
conclusion of the defensive Alliance between Czecho-Slovakia and Jugo- 
Slavia and of the invitation to Roumania. 

I replied both to Mr. Benes and to Mr. Take Jonesco that, speaking for 
myself, a Central European understanding appeared to me an excellent 
thing, provided that it was tainted with no aggressive designs against any 
particular power. Both statesmen assented to this. It is, of course, obvious 
that the reputed chauvinism, and thirst for revenge, of Hungary are causing 
grave anxiety to her neighbours. This is naturally the principal factor which 
is leading the latter to unite in view of possible Hungarian attacks. I cannot 
help thinking that it is a mistake to force Hungary into the position of a 
Pariah, even though it may be largely her own fault. The inevitable con- 
sequence will be to force her into the arms of those who desire to disturb the 
peace of Europe. If she is shut out of this bloc, she will presumably in the end 
turn to Germany, or the Bolsheviks. The reply of Roumanian statesmen, 
when such considerations are urged upon them, is always to the effect that 
Hungary will do this in any case, as she can never reconcile herself to the 
present order of things. Your Lordship may remember in this connection 
a remark made to me by Count Apponyi, which I had the honour to report 
to you,‘ to the effect that it was the duty of every Hungarian father to exact 
as a last dying wish from his heirs a solemn oath that they would never 
abandon the determination to regain Transylvania. I am aware, of course, 
that Count Apponyi does not represent Hungary, but other responsible 


™ Czechoslovak Minister for Foreign Affairs. 

2 Roumanian Minister for Foreign Affairs. 

3 The Czechoslovak-Yugoslav Convention of Aug. 14, 1920, is printed in B.F.S.P., vol. 
114, pp. 696-7. * See No. 114. 
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people in that country are credited with similar statements, which certainly 
afford some justification for the attitude of the neighbouring States towards 
her. 

In the course of subsequent conversation with Mr. Benes, his Excellency 
said that there appeared to be an impression in Roumanian Official Circles 
that the Czecho-Slovaks were supporting the Russian claims to Eastern 
Galicia. This was not the case, as Czecho-Slovakia was entirely neutral in 
this question and would have no particular objection to the retention of 
Eastern Galicia by Poland. Roumania, he knew, attached great importance 
to the necessity of a coterminous frontier with that country. Czecho-Slovak 
relations with Poland had been disturbed by the Teschen question,’ but now 
that this question was settled, there was no obstacle to the re-establishment 
of friendly relations between the two countries. 

Mr. Take Jonesco subsequently informed me that Mr. Benes had made 
a similar declaration to him, which had given him great pleasure. He hoped 
that in view of Czecho-Slovakia’s impartiality regarding Eastern Galicia, the 
arguments of Roumania and Poland as to the vital importance of a coter- 
minous frontier in this region would now be accepted in London and Paris. 
I replied that I had no direct knowledge of my Government’s views on this 
question, but had already informed your Lordship of his arguments as to 
the urgent necessity of shutting off Russia from Central Europe by the estab- 
lishment of a Roumano-Polish barrier.® 

I have, &c., 
F. RATTIGAN 


5 See Vol. X, Chap. VII. © In Bucharest telegram No. 373 of Aug. 18. 


No. 216 
Mr. Athelstan- Johnson (Budapest) to Earl Curzon (Received September 9) 


No. 640 [C 5960/5/2r] 


BUDAPEST, September 4, 1920 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to report that your Lordship’s despatch No. 359 of the 
13th ultimo, marked ‘urgent’,' only reached me on the 22nd August, and 
that I was unable to see Count Teleki owing to his illness, reported in my 
telegram No. 485 of the goth ultimo. 

As soon as M. Rubinek was appointed Acting Prime Minister, I applied 
for an audience but, owing to his absence with his Highness on his tour to 
the districts of South-Eastern Hungary (see my despatch No. 636 of the gist 
ultimo)? M. Rubinek was only able to receive me yesterday. 

I gave the Acting Prime Minister the purport of your despatch under reply, 
and laid emphasis on the fact that the relations between Great Britain and 


1 No. 213. 2 Not printed. 
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Hungary would be made easier if His Majesty’s Government could see that 
there was a real desire on the part of the Hungarian Government to temper 
justice with mercy, and to avoid every semblance of revenge and oppression 
against those persons who had been the opponents of the present régime, and 
particularly with regard to the case of Agoston and Haubrich.3 

It is easy to speak with M. Rubenik, for he needs but little convincing, and 
he met me more than half way in his remarks on the question of the trial of 
the People’s Commissioners. He began by stating that he was only Acting 
Prime Minister, and he hoped by the end of the month Count Teleki would 
be strong enough to resume the reins of office. He therefore begged me to 
understand that he could only transmit my observations to the Council of 
Ministers, but in so far as he personally was concerned, he could assure me 
that he did not believe the Hungarian Courts of Justice had enough evidence 
against these two men to sentence them to death, that even if they did, he 
would never tolerate their execution, and that his personal view of the case 
was that they would be sentenced to a few years’ imprisonment, of which they 
would only serve a small portion. Guilty they were without doubt, and public 
opinion demands some punishment, but as soon as the case was forgotten 
it would be both politic and just to remit the sentences. I then drew his 
attention to the tendency of reaction I had noticed of late in the internal 
government of the country. I was careful to state that in speaking of the 
internal government of a country, I knew I was treading on dangerous 
ground, but that I felt sure His Excellency would understand that I was in 
no way speaking in a spirit of hostile criticism, but only because it seemed to 
me that the internal affairs of Hungary were reacting on the foreign relations 
of Hungary, and especially on those good relations between this country and 
Great Britain, for which I knew he was an ardent partisan. 

M. Rubenik asked me what I considered would help to propitiate public 
opinion in England. I told him, speaking as a private individual and in no 
way in an official capacity, that I considered there were three points. 


1. A general relaxation of the press censorship. 

2. An indemnity, or at least some kind of ticket of leave scheme for the 
release of the numerous persons at present interned or awaiting trial. 

3. The right of public meeting without restriction. 


M. Rubenik wrote these three points down on paper. He agreed with me 
that the press censorship in Hungary left a good deal to be desired, but he 
asked me if the censorship in France and England had not also been much 
criticised during the war; he would, however, see what could be done with 
regard to this point. 

With regard to an indemnity, he told me that he knew the Governor had 
views in favour of some kind of an indemnity, but he asked me, having re- 
gard to the intrigues of all sorts and kinds, of whose existence he thought I 
must know, which were being hatched in Budapest just now, was it a desir- 
able moment to release a number of people who would inevitably be dis- 


3 See Nos. 131-3, 172, 175. 
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contented and be inclined to add to the difficulties with which the Hungarian 
Police were already faced in watching these individuals. The Hungarian 
Government had only just recovered from a well-founded fear of a Bolshevik 
advance, and they were at present faced with Bolshevik intrigues both from 
within and without. In theory he quite agreed with me, but in practice he 
thought it was impossible at present to speed up the release of these people 
before their cases had been thoroughly investigated by the Court of Justice. 
I then suggested that some of these people might be sent over the frontier, but 
this solution did not seem to appeal to M. Rubenik, as he thought it would 
only add to the number of propagandists preaching the ‘White Terror’ of 
Hungary to a credulous world abroad. 

As to the right of public meeting, the Minister said I seemed to think 
this was only directed against Socialists and Trades Unions; far from this, it 
was a weapon forged to protect the Government from the machinations of 
M. Friedrich, the Karlists and ‘Awakening Hungarians’. In effect it did 
prevent the Socialists from holding meetings, but at the same time any 
meeting he or his party wished to hold was also subject to the same laws and 
regulations. He agreed, however, that as soon as the internal situation of the 
country settled down, this law would have to be radically altered. 

I then drew his attention to the importance of the immediate ratification 
of the Peace Treaty of the Trianon. His Excellency said he desired the 
ratification as soon as possible, and added ‘it must be done this year’. He 
raised the point that the treaty had been signed by Hungary under the im- 
pression that the Entente had given the Hungarian Delegation certain moral 
guarantees that the frontiers would be considerably altered in favour of 
Hungary. I told him that I believed the Demarcation Commissions would 
study this question, but, as I read the Treaty these Commissions could not 
begin their work until the Treaty had been ratified. He then spoke of the 
Commission of Military Control and Reparations Commission. He under- 
stood that in Bulgaria these Commissions had been considerably reduced 
both as to personal [sic] and expense, and he hoped the same favourable treat- 
ment would be granted to Hungary. I told His Excellency that I believed this 
was the fact as regards the Bulgarian Commission of Military Control, and 
that I would not fail to report his observations to Your Lordship, but that 
I knew nothing of the administration of the Reparations Commission in 
Bulgaria. My impression is that M. Rubenik is quite ready to ratify the 
Peace Treaty if he can have some cards to play for the benefit of public opinion 
here. It must be remembered that when the Treaty was signed there was a 
good deal of press propaganda to the effect that the letter of the law of the 
Treaty was to be considerably altered, especially as to frontiers, and I venture 
to submit to Your Lordship that the most important point is to prevent the 
Ministry from falling on the question of the ratification of the Peace Treaty. 

M. Rubenik then, on his own accord, spoke to me of the royalist intrigues 
that were troubling political waters here. He spoke very strongly against the 
ex-Emperor Karl, but seemed to favour at a future date the possibility of 
the Archduke Joseph or, perhaps, the Archduke Albrecht. He himself 
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thought this raising of the question of the Kingship premature, but it all 
depended on how far Admiral von Horthy was able to satisfy public opinion, 
and thus enable the Hungarian Government to bank down the rising fires of 
enthusiasm for a Hungarian King. 

On leaving I made some polite enquiries about his journey with the 
Governor. M. Rubenik said it had been very successful, but he deplored the 
action of the S.H.S. Authorities, who all along the frontier were endeavour- 
ing to enflame public opinion against Hungary with the evident intention 
of retaining Pécs to the last possible moment, and even with the arrere- 
pensée of holding it for good and all. I told him I had heard the miners of 
Pécs were beginning to see through this game. His Excellency said he hoped 
I was right, but the visit of Dr. Bene§ to Belgrade and the resulting alliance 
was a real danger to the peace of Europe. Dr. Bene was a very clever man, 
and he believed he had succeeded by the bribe of Pécs in forcing the S.H.S. 
Government to come to the rescue of Czecho-Slovakia should that State 
disintegrate of itself. Many parts of Czecho-Slovakia desired to reunite with 
Hungary, and this alliance might prevent the League of Nations from putting 
right many of the wrongs done to Hungary by the Peace Treaty. I replied 
that it was to be regretted that the S.H.S. and Hungary could not come 
together even now commercially if not politically, but I was convinced that, 
if the danger of the ex-Emperor Karl being called to the thrown [stc] of 
Hungary was not always before the eyes of His Highness The Crown Prince 
of the Kingdom of the S.H.S. and of His Government, matters would be far 
easier between the two countries. 

M. Rubenik reiterated his determination never to permit the ex-Emperor 
Karl to be crowned King of Hungary. He believed that Austria in the end 
would join with Southern Germany, and that it would be over that King- 
dom, and not over Hungary that the ex-Emperor Karl might reign one day. 

I have, &c., 
W. ATHELSTAN-JOHNSON 
* See No. 215. 


No. 217 
Earl Curzon to the Earl of Derby (Paris) 


No. 3017 (C 5515/408/21) 
FOREIGN OFFICE, September 7, 1920 
My Lord, 

The report of the Inter-Allied Military Mission in Budapest regarding the 
organisation of the Hungarian Armies, which was enclosed in Your Excel- 
lency’s despatch No. 2718 of the 22nd ultimo,' has been carefully considered 
and the following are the views of His Majesty’s Government on the points 
raised therein :— 

1. No modification can be permitted in Article 103 of the Hungarian 

' Not printed. 
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Peace Treaty which lays down that universal compulsory military service 
shall be abolished in Hungary. Any concessions made to the Hungarian 
Government on this point would be in contradiction to the policy displayed 
towards all other ex-enemy States and would certainly give rise to requests of 
the same nature by Germany, Austria and Bulgaria. The revival of com- 
pulsory military service in Hungary even in a modified form would be bound 
to increase the already existing tension between Hungary and Roumania, 
Yugo-Slavia, Czecho-Slovakia and Austria. 

2. It is true that Article 102 of the Hungarian Peace Treaty stipulates 
that the military forces of Hungary are to be reduced to the strength laid 
down in the Treaty within three months of its coming into force, but His 
Majesty’s Government hold that the Hungarian Government are not en- 
titled to increase their military forces in the interval that must elapse before 
this article becomes operative, as such an increase would place an unduly 
large reserve at the disposal of the Hungarian Government three months 
after the coming into force of the Treaty, and would therefore be an infringe- 
ment, by anticipation, of the clauses thereof. 

3. On the other hand, His Majesty’s Government consider that there is 
some force in the observations of the Inter-Allied Military Commission of 
Generals regarding the insufficiency of the number of Gendarmes, Customs 
Officers and Police allowed to Hungary under Article 107 of the Peace Treaty. 
They consider that proposals should be submitted to the Conference of 
Ambassadors by the Inter-Allied Military Mission of Generals in Budapest, 
giving the strength of gendarmes, Customs officers and police which it is 
considered the Hungarian Government should be allowed to maintain in 
existing circumstances. 

4. A cconcession to the Hungarian Government in this direction would be 
of considerable effect in re-establishing law and order in the country and 
would largely destroy the force of the Hungarian arguments relating to the 
necessity for maintaining larger armed forces than those laid down in the 
peace treaty. I would in this connection observe that the recent defeat of 
the Soviet armies? seems likely to remove one of the chief reasons adduced by 
the Hungarians for the necessity for an increase of their armed forces.3 


Iam, &c., 
(for the Secretary of State) 
Eric Puipps 


2 The Soviet armies had been defeated by Polish forces in the Battle of Warsaw, Aug. 
16-17, see e.g. Vol. XI, No. 482. 

3 In reply to an enquiry of Aug. 26, Lord Curzon had in a letter of Sept. 7 informed Dr. 
Veverka, First Secretary in the Czecho-Slovak Legation in London, of the attitude which 
Lord Derby had by the foregoing telegram been instructed to adopt. 


259 


No. 218 
Mr. Athelstan-Fohnson (Budapest) to Earl Curzon (Received September 16) 


No. 656 [C 6463/408/27] 
BUDAPEST, September 9, 1920 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to report that His Highness the Governor has signed an 
Order, dated 19th August, creating the Establishment of a Royal Hungarian 
General Staff. 

Your Lordship will remember that the General Staff was dissolved under 
the Karolyi régime, though its Officers have still continued to wear dis- 
tinguishing marks of rank, and since the reorganization of the National Army 
they have been actually working, though, as a body, they have not been 
officially organized. 

Simultaneously with this Order, steps have been taken for the establish- 
ment of a Hungarian Military School. The Commandant of this School is 
Colonel Ferjencsik, who during the War held a similar appointment in the 
Staff School, established by the Austro-Hungarian Military Authorities at 
Belgrade. The new School will be established at Budapest. Students for 
the first term have already been selected, and the Course will last for two 
years and embrace the same subjects as were previously taught at Vienna 
and Laibach. | 

All this seems to run counter to the spirit of Part V, Chapters ITT and IV, 
of the Treaty of the Trianon! though, until the Treaty is ratified, presumably 
no objections can be raised thereto. 

As I had not met General Sréter since he had been appointed Minister of 
National Defence, I asked General Gorton to be good enough to present me 
to the Minister, and he introduced me to-day, when I took advantage of this 
opportunity to sound the General on his views in general, as to the ratifica- 
tion of the Peace Treaty. 

General Sréter was naturally somewhat preoccupied with the activities 
against Hungary of the S.H.S. and Czecho-Slovak Governments, and asked 
me did I consider that the Entente would give any guarantees to Hungary, 
that would be worth having, that she would not be threatened and attacked 
by these two States as soon as her forces were put on a peace footing by the 
ratification of the Peace. The S.H.S. Army was being increased, and he for 
his part did not believe the S.H.S. Government had any intention whatever 
of evacuating the Pécs District, whilst the tyranny and disregard of the 
minority clauses of the Peace Treaty by the Czecho-Slovaks was daily 
inflaming military opinion in Hungary. 

There had been much talk of Hungarian Officers aiding the Poles against 
the Bolshevists. As far as he knew, no Hungarian Officers on the active list 
have partaken in these operations, but he knew a number of ex-Hungarian 


' These related to restrictions on recruiting and military training and military educational 
establishments. 


260 








Officers, now living in Czecho-Slovakia, had joined the Polish Army out of 
sheer desperation at the abominable treatment they and their families were 
receiving at the hands of the Czecho-Slovak Authorities. 

I told General Sréter that if we began to discuss who was to disarm first, 
we should be in much the same position as England and Germany had been 
before the War, that this question was a side issue, and that as a Treaty had 
been signed, I presumed with the subsequent intention ofits being honourably 
ratified, that this, and this alone, was the main point at issue. The sooner 
this was done, the sooner Entente sympathies for Hungary and her difficulties 
would and could be demonstrated. I was aware of the difficulties that 
Hungary was experiencing at the hands of the Czecho-Slovak and the S.H.S. 
Authorities, but I did not see how these could be remedied by any further 
delay in the ratification of the Peace; far from it; they would inevitably 
increase and cause more and more bitter relations between this Country and 
the little Entente.? 

I do not think I was able to convince General Sréter that the Peace should 
be ratified before he himself felt assured that Hungary would not be threatened 
and bullied by the little Entente, but I left him with the promise that he 
would bring up the matter at the next Cabinet Meeting. 

In a Country like Hungary to-day, where there is a dual control of Civil 
and Military Authority, I think it was advisable to show to the Minister of 
National Defence that the Entente cannot allow the non-ratification of the 
Treaty to be indefinitely prolonged, and that military organizations, such 
as I have indicated above, must be regarded only as temporary expedients, 
which will have to be dissolved on the ratification of the Treaty.’ 

I have, &c., 
W. ATHELSTAN-JOHNSON 

2 i.e. Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia. Cf. Nos. 215 and 221. 


3 In his despatch No. 423 of Sept. 23 (not printed) Lord Curzon approved Mr. Athelstan- 
Johnson’s language to General Sréter as well as that reported in No. 216 above. 


No. 219 


Mr. Athelstan- Johnson (Budapest) to Earl Curzon (Recewed September 16) 
No. 661 [C 6467/5/21) 


BUDAPEST, September 9, 1920 
My Lord, 
With reference to Mr. Hohler’s despatch, No. 403 of 6th June, forwarding 
a memorandum from Count Teleki, concerning the case of Oscar Levai 
(alias Lerner),! I have the honour to report that the wife of this man, and 
also a relation of Nagy Koloman, who was concerned in the same case, 
called at the High Commission yesterday about 11.30 a.m. 


* Not printed. This man had been condemned to death for serving the Hungarian Com- 
munist regime. 
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Your Lordship will remember that it was on account of the trial of Levai 
that the boycott of Hungary was forced on the Austrian Government by the 
International Labour Conference at Amsterdam. 

I was absent attending the weekly reception of the Diplomatic Corps at 
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs when these women called, but they were 
received by Mr. Coote.? They informed him that the sentences passed by the 
Courts on their husbands were to be delivered to the Governor that very day, 
and in the event of a death warrant being signed, these men would be exe- 
cuted on the following day. 

In view of Mr. Lindley’s telegram No. 312,3 which he repeated to Buda- 
pest, I at once went and called on the Private Secretary of the Prime Minister. 
I told him that, though I had no instructions from Your Lordship with 
regard to this case in particular, he was aware of the general advice tendered 
by His Majesty’s Government to the Hungarian Prime Minister with regard 
to all such cases, and I asked him with a view of preventing any possible. 
adverse comment in Great Britain to telephone to G6d6ll6 (25 miles distant 
where Admiral von Horthy is at present in residence) and inform His High- 
ness the Governor that I had called at the Presidency to make an enquiry 
as to what was to be the decision with regard to Oscar Levai, and Nagy 
Koloman. 

M. Barczy at once telephoned (this was at 1 p.m.), but received the reply 
that the decisions on the cases had already been given as the Court would 
pronounce definite sentence at 3 p.m. There was therefore nothing more to 
be done. 

To-day the newspapers have announced that Oscar Levai, Koloman 
Nagy, Nikolaus Végh, and Desider Zombery, were sentenced to death 
yesterday, and have been executed this morning. Desider Kloss and Joseph 
Gals’ sentences have been commuted. 

With regard to Levai, as far as I can judge he does not deserve any 
sympathy, but the sentence on Nagy Koloman, who is said not to be quite 
normal, might well have been commuted to 20 years’ imprisonment. I have 
no information which could enable me to judge on the merits of the cases of 
the other prisoners. 

I spoke to M. Barczy yesterday in general terms on these political execu- 
tions. I told him that it seemed to me that the Hungarian Government had 
far better once and for all finish with all political executions this month. 
The Red Terror had now been over for more than a year, and still these 
sentences went on being passed month after month, each execution creating 
fresh adverse comment from abroad. I was fully aware that many of these 
individuals richly deserved their fate, but that did not alter the fact that 
these prolonged imprisonments and trials kept public attention abroad 
fixed on Hungary, and gave rise to suspicions of a White Terror. 

I advised him to suggest to the Government that in the near future a 
decree should be passed that all political prisoners concerned in the late Red 


2 Secretary at the British High Commission, Budapest. 
3 No. 191. 


262 


Terror, who were still in prison or undergoing trial, should be exempted 
from the death sentence, and that a general amnesty for all prisoners not 
accused of murder should be granted at the same time. 

I think M. Barczy agrees with me, but he is faced with the National Chris- 
tian Party’s conscience, which is puritanical in its determination to punish all 
and sundry who have in any way been guilty of the atrocities of the late 
régime, and with the desire of the present Government to keep in being 
without further reconstruction. 

I think it possible that, as a result of my remonstrances, there appears in 
the ‘Pesti Naplo’ of to-day’s date an article giving a list of the victims who 
suffered under the Bolshevist régime, furnished by the public prosecutors of 
the different towns of Hungary. 

A resumé of this article shows that in the country districts the number of 
persons executed was 292. Of these, 32 were sentenced to death by revolu- 
tionary tribunal, 163 were executed by the Government Commissionaries, 
60 by the Terrorists, and 37 by the soldiery. 

In Budapest and the country district around, 329 suffered, all at the hands 
of the Communist Tribunals. 

I have, &c., 
W. ATHELSTAN-JOHNSON 


No. 220 


Earl Curzon to Colonel Peck! (Klagenfurt) 
No. 14 Telegraphie [C 6091/147/3] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, September 15, 1920, 11 p.m. 


Mr. Bridgeman’s telegram No. 363 of 12th September? repeated to you. 

Note from Austrian Legation? alleges that Yugo-Slavs are fomenting 
disorders in area and on August 2oth forcibly prevented public meeting 
at Griffen. Austrian Minister at Paris is therefore formally requesting Am- 
bassadors’ Conference to send Allied troops to occupy area. Austrian Note 
adds that British troops would be particularly acceptable. I can hold out 
no hope of this but should be glad of your observations particularly as to 
whether simultaneous withdrawal of Italians from Villach and Yugo-Slavs 
from Zone A would be sufficient to secure order. 

Repeated to Vienna No. 231. 


' See No. 147. The Inter-Allied Plebiscite Commission had arrived at Klagenfurt on 
July 21. 

2 Not printed. 

3 Of Sept. 10, not printed. 
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No. 221 


Mr. Rattigan (Bucharest) to Earl Curzon (Received September 22) 


No. 250 [C 6983/4025/19] 


Confidential BUCHAREST, September 17, 1920 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to report that the question which is at present absorbing 
the interest of Roumanians is that of the proposed alliance with Czecho- 
Slovakia, and Jugo-Slavia,' designated by the local press as ‘La Petite 
Entente’. 

It would seem that the great majority of the people is in favour of Rou- 
mania joining this combination. Unfortunately, however, the violence of the 
private hatreds between various opposition leaders and Mr. Take Jonesco is 
such that the latter’s advocacy of the proposal has proved sufficient to arouse 
the hostility of most of the opposition press. Even Mr. Marghiloman,? in my 
opinion, on the whole, the most enlightened and broadminded of Roumanian 
statesmen, has not been able to resist the temptation of attacking Take 
Jonesco on this question. The Bratianists have, generally speaking, followed 
suit. 

The impartial observer, examining the question of the proposed alliance, 
would undoubtedly see a possible cause for objection in the danger of it 
being directed against Hungary, and, therefore, being incompatible with 
modern political principles. But the attacks made upon the proposal by the 
opposition Press are not based on these grounds. Their objections are based 
on the absurdity and shortsightedness involved in a policy of alliance with 
the Slav race, the hereditary enemy of Roumania. 

It is pointed out by Mr. Marghiloman that the Allies have never been 
consulted on this proposed Entente. Italy, he affirms, has already expressed 
strong objections to it on the ground that it is nothing but the formation of 
a Slav bloc, aimed, with the support of Greece, against herself. 

Mr. Marghiloman goes on to quote the “Temps’ as ridiculing the idea that 
the object of the Alliance is to see to the fulfilment and maintenance of the 
terms of the Treaty of Trianon. It 1s for France, not for various small Powers, 
to see to the keeping of this Treaty. 

As to British opinion, Mr. Marghiloman says it is significant that, with the 
practical common sense which characterises British policy, the British press 
does not appear to recognise the existence of the petite Entente, as no mention 
at all is made of it. 

In view of these attacks in the Opposition Press, and the apparent dis- 
favour with which the Alliance is regarded by the Allies, the Prime Minister 
is evidently hesitating to accord it his full support. His position in the country 
is undoubtedly weaker than when he assumed office, and he is obviously 


™ See No. 215. 
2 M. Marghiloman had been leader of the pro-German section of the Conservative Party 
in Roumania during the First World War and Prime Minister in 1918. Cf. No. 242 below. 
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frightened of committing himself to an unpopular measure. He himself is, 
I believe, in favour of the Alliance, but for the moment he is determined to 
sit on the fence, till he sees his way more clearly. 

I venture to submit to Your Lordship the following observations on the 
question of this alliance, as it appears to an impartial observer with some 
experience of political intrigues and manceuvres in this part of the world. 

In the first place there is no doubt that all the states bordering upon Hun- 
gary have a real and apparently justifiable fear of her. They consider that 
she is determined not to accept the present settlement as permanent, and that 
she will lose no opportunity to upset the status quo to her own advantage. 
Consequently she is regarded with grave suspicion, and is held to be the 
principal factor of unrest and disturbance in Central Europe. 

I here [? have] read with much interest Mr. Athelstan-Johnson’s des- 
patches No[s]. 628 and 631 to Your Lordship.’ I note that he discredits the 
idea that Hungary at present contemplates any attack upon Roumania, and I 
concur in this opinion. At the same time there is no doubt that Hungary is 
the state which is utterly discontented with the present settlement, whereas 
the neighbouring states, in spite of attempts to get better terms, are on the 
whole satisfied therewith. Consequently, in my opinion, it stands to reason 
that what danger of disturbance exists, comes from Hungary. No doubt she 
is at the moment in no condition to adventure upon attacks on her neigh- 
bours. But I cannot help thinking that the very first opportunity which 
presents itself, will be taken advantage of by her to regain part of her lost 
territory. Her disinclination to accept the Roumanian rule in Transylvania 
is, I presume, no less now than at the time of my visit to Budapest in Novem- 
ber last. At that time I found Hungarian statesmen of all parties absolutely 
intractable on this question. Sir George Clerké will, I am convinced, be able 
to confirm the statement, that Hungarian statesmen are without exception 
resolved to regard the loss of Transylvania as merely temporary and are 
determined to get it back at the first opportunity.s The Roumanians are 
perfectly aware of this while, therefore, they show their satisfaction at ex- 
pressions of friendly sentiments from Hungary, they take them with a large 
grain of salt, and are convinced that the friendship offered by Hungary is not 
very sincere, and will last just as long as it suits Hungary’s book. This will 
not prevent the Roumanian Government from meeting Hungary half way. 
But there is in my opinion not the slightest chance of any lasting or sincere 
friendship between the two states as long as Hungary maintains her resolve 
to win back Transylvania at the first opportunity. I presume this is equally 
true of the relations between Hungary and her other neighbours. 

I note from Mr. Athelstan-Johnson’s despatch No. 628 that the French 
are believed to be doing their best to promote a friendly understanding 
between Hungary and Roumania and are against the idea of the ‘Petite 
Entente’. This is, I gather, the attitude of the French Government and of 
their Representative in Budapest. But Monsieur Daeschner the French 


3 Of Aug. 27 and 28 respectively, not printed. 4 See No. 49, n. 3. 
5 Cf. Nos. 114 and 215. 
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Minister here, does not share these views. He informed me the other day 
that in his opinion his Government were acting short-sightedly. They 
apparently desired to make Hungary the base of their Central European 
policy, and seemed anxious to establish a Danubian Confederacy pivoting 
upon that state. But in his opinion this policy was not only short-sighted but 
doomed to failure. Hungary was through her own fault in the position of the 
pariah of Central Europe. She was the disturbing factor and was regarded 
with justifiable suspicion by her neighbours. He himself believed that the 
interests of the Allies would be best served by the establishment of a Central 
European db/oc such as that aimed at by Take Jonesco, to include Austria, 
Jugo-Slavia, Czecho-Slovakia, Poland, Roumania and Greece. If Hungary 
and Bulgaria abandoned their designs, and sincerely accepted the present 
settlement, they could join the bloc later. In this way the peace of Central 
Europe would be assured, and a solid wedge would be established against 
German or Russian imperialism. Mr. Daeschner said he intended to submit 
these views to his Government. 

I must confess that I am entirely in agreement with my French Colleague. 
I cannot believe that Hungary has been converted so suddenly to a state 
of resignation and that she is prepared to accept her present situation as 
permanent. Consequently I am unable to believe in the sincerity of her 
protestations of friendship for Roumania, and I think she is, on the face of it, 
bound to be a disturbing factor in the Central European situation for some 
time to come. 

At the same time I need not say that I have done my best to impress on the 
King and Government the importance of avoiding any action which may 
have for its object to prevent the free development of Hungary or any other 
state. I have consistently urged upon them that they have everything to 
gain by establishing friendly relations with Hungary. With this object in 
view, I have advised them that the only way to lead the Hungarians to 
abandon their hopes of reconquest of Transylvania, is to give that province 
a wise and just rule. It should be their first business to accord absolute 
equality of treatment to all races and all religions. If they could do away with 
the just grievances of the Hungarian population in Transylvania, it was 
possible that in the course of time Hungary could be brought to abandon her 
ideas of reconquest. As long, however, as the Hungarians saw their com- 
patriots over the border suffering from injustice, they would obviously 
cherish the hope of freeing them sooner or later from the Roumanian yoke.® 

I have, &c., 
FRANK RATTIGAN 


6 Forcign Office despatch No. 424 of Sept. 30 to Bucharest expressed Lord Curzon’s full 
approval of the attitude and views which Mr. Rattigan had adopted in regard to the 
question of the Little Entente. 


266 


No. 222 


Mr. Bridgeman (Vienna) to Earl Curzon (Received September 22, 9.30 a.m.) 
No. 371 Telegraphic (C 6971/6971 /62] 


VIENNA, September 21, 1920, 9.10 p.m. 


Trebit[s]ch Lincoln! called this morning at His Majesty’s Legation and 
requested me to forward a petition addressed to Home Office Secretary 
expressing his ‘readiness to make amendments for all his wrongs and mis- 
takes if His Majesty’s Government would extend forgiving hand towards 
him’. I said that in view of his part [? past] I doubted whether His Majesty’s 
Government would wish to receive any communication from him and that 
I could not transmit petition without instructions, but that I would tele- 
graph to Your Lordship on the subject. He would not leave petition with me 
but consented to my taking copy; it is to the following effect: 

After stating that while in prison in England he had repeatedly requested 
a just and generous consideration of his whole case and had given assurances 
of sincere desire to prove his loyalty to British Crown he admits that his 
sentiments were buried in vehement and vindictive feelings and desire for 
revenge and that when he was deported he went straight to Berlin where he 
immediately associated with German Monarchist party and became int- 
mate political collaborator with Ludendorff? and Bauer.? He goes on to say 
that his role in Kapp Putsch is well known to His Majesty’s Government and 
also some of his doings since. He claims that however today he is no longer 
in position of a prisoner but is political leader of a very powerful political and 
military combination and when about ‘to harvest first success of a world- 
wide anti-British (? conspiracy)’ he today makes one final effort to prove to 
His Majesty’s Government that in spite of all his venomous talk and vindic- 
tive actions he is still at heart attached to Great Britain and desires nothing 
more earnestly than to be able to prove this. “A word from His Majesty’s 
Government and I will prove it.’ 

“We are today on eve of a big action on a much larger scale than Kapp 
Putsch but before I press button and inaugurate in France a new period of 
bloodshed, I ask British Government whether it is not possible to forgive 
and to forget’. He adds that ‘unjust action of Admiral Hall drove me to 
write and act as I did’. 

Lincoln seemed very anxious to obtain reply before Saturday September 
25th. I said I would telegraph today but could not tell him when a reply, 
if any, might be received. It struck me that his insistence on obtaining a 
reply by September 25th might be connected with shooting match fixed to 
take place on that date in Bavaria, at which it has been announced that 
Monarchist movement will be initiated. 


1 Cf. Vol. IX, No. 397, and No. 279 below. 

2 Gen. Ludendorff, formerly First Quartermaster-General of the German Army, had 
supported the Kapp ‘Putsch’; see Vol. IX, No. 123. 3 See No. 160, n. 2. 

* Capt. (as he then was) W. R. Hall, Director of Naval Intelligence, had in Jan. 1915 
refused to employ Lincoln in his department. 
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Lincoln if he does not come himself will send a messenger to His Majesty’s 
Legation on Saturday morning. 
Repeated to Berlin. 


No. 223 


Earl Curzon to the Earl of Derby (Paris) 
No. 1031 Telegraphic: by bag [C 6680/147/3] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, September 21, 1920 


Colonel Peck’s telegram No. 21 (of 17th September)! and Mr. Bridgeman’s 
telegram No. 369 (of 18th September.' Italian troops at Villach). 

Please enquire of French Government whether they will join in representa- 
tions at Rome to obtain withdrawal of Italian troops from Villach area and 
if so at once instruct their representative there in this sense. According to 
our information their presence adds greatly to the excitement of feeling in 
the plebiscite area and it is most desirable that they should be withdrawn 
at once, especially as the Jugo-Slav Government have now withdrawn their 
troops from Zone A. 

Repeated to Rome No. 443. 


2 Not printed. 


No. 224 


The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received September 23) 
No. 1121 Telegraphic: by bag [Confidential /General/199/3} 


PARIS, September 21, 1920 


The Conference of Ambassadors met this afternoon with M. Paléologue 
in the Chair, and considered the following questions: 

. .- .'(4) In accordance with instructions contained in your despatches 
Nos. 2778 and 2967? I invited the Conference to urge their respective 
Governments to lose no time in ratifying the Hungarian Treaty, and at the 
same time to make strong representations to the Hungarian Government to 
induce them to do likewise. The Conference demurred to approaching their 
own Governments on the ground that the Allied Governments could not be 
expected to ratify the Hungarian Treaty before Hungary had done so. But 
they agreed that joint representations should be made by the Allied repre- 
sentatives at Budapest to the Hungarian Government, and also by the 
Conference to the Hungarian Delegation in Paris.3 These representations, 
however, are to be of a friendly nature and not to have the appearance of 

! The omitted sections referred to other matters. 

2 Of Aug. 16 and Sept. 2 respectively, not printed. 


3 For the text of the note of Sept. 25 to the Hungarian Delegation, see Dedk, vol. 1, 
No. 669. 
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pressure. I will communicate with His Majesty’s Representative at Budapest 
on the matter.‘ 

I took the opportunity of suggesting that the Hungarian Government 
should at the same time be requested to evacuate the Western Comitats 
without waiting for the entry into force of the Treaty, so as to enable the 
Treaty of St. Germain to be executed in its entirety. I pointed out that unless 
this was done it would be impossible, at the forthcoming Austrian elections, 
for these districts to elect representatives, and that the Austrian Government 
were justified in asking the Allies to enable them to take possession of 
territories which had been granted to them by the Treaty of St. Germain. 
My colleagues, however, argued that the Conference would be confusing the 
issue if they raised this particular point in connection with the ratification 
of the Hungarian Treaty, and I did not therefore press the matter further. 
They agreed, however, that if the Hungarian Government should make 
difficulties as regards ratifying the Treaty, the Conference should again con- 
sider the question of inducing Hungary to anticipate at least that part of the 
Treaty by which she cedes her Western Comitats to Austria. I realize how- 
ever that it will be very difficult to obtain Hungarian evacuation of these 
districts so long as the Jugo-Slavs are in occupation of Pécs and other districts 
in South Hungary... .' 


* Lord Derby did so in his unnumbered telegram of Sept. 23 to Budapest, repeated as 
No. 1124 to the Foreign Office. 


No. 225 
Mr. Bridgeman (Vienna) to Earl Curzon (Received September 27) 


No. 655 [C 7353/2607/3] 
VIENNA, September 21, 1920 
My Lord, 

On Sunday last an imposing demonstration in favour of the Anschluss 
with Germany took place before the Rathaus under the management of the 
Austrian Officers’ Association, assisted by various Choral Societies. It is 
estimated that 100,000 people took part. The speeches were of no special 
significance. After a rendering of ‘Deutschland iiber Alles’ by 9,000 voices 
the assembly marched past six abreast for an hour and a half and sang the 
“Watch on the Rhine’. 

The Anschluss is now definitely adopted as part of the Socialist Demo- 
cratic Programme, the Christian Socialists are still divided, and Dr. Kunschak' 
is still conducting his search for a formula. His most recent pronouncement, 
that the Anschluss should be taken as an ideal and not as a catchword, is 
decidedly sensible. There is of course a tone of unreality in the whole discus- 
sion because everyone knows the Anschluss will not be permitted by France. 
Dr. Dinghofer, the leader of the Pan-Germans, has even thrown out the 


™ A leader of the Christian Socialist party. 
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remarkable suggestion that the final Anschluss might be achieved circuitously 
by way of a provisional union with Italy. 

Whoever speaks of the Anschluss in Tyrol must of course begin and end 
by affirming that no settlement is acceptable which does not restore South 
Tyrol to the province. There are evidently some who think that in order to 
bring her frontiers up to those of Germany and so to establish a barrier 
against French influence streaming eastward, Italy would be well disposed 
to the Anschluss and would show her good will by a modification of her 
Tyrolese frontier. Italy appears to be having certain difficulties of her own 
with her new provinces and Your Lordship will have noticed that the formal 
act of annexation which was to coincide with her National Festival of 
September 20th has been postponed. In the meantime the more practical 
brains in the province are busy with schemes for the development of Inns- 
bruck as an entrepét between the north and south, and as a first step a new 
Tyrolese Bank has been created under the auspices of the Deutsche Bank and 
in association with the Credito Italiano. 

I am forwarding a copy of the Innsbruck ‘Nachrichten’ for September 
13th? which contains in a speech of Mr. Steidle3 the most carefully reasoned 
statement of the case for the Anschluss that has yet appeared. 

Here in Vienna the Election campaign is being conducted with a larger 
show of personal abuse than political argument. The principal topic is 
the responsibility of the Christian Socialists and the Social Democrats for the 
shortage of white bread. The facts appear to be that the maize ordered by 
the Government in the Spring did not arrive till the greater part of the 
American wheaten flour had been eaten, and the brusque change over from 
a fairly appetising to a distinctly unsavoury loaf is being vigorously exploited 
by the leading parties at the expense of each other and by the Communists 
at the expense of both. 

I have, &c., 


R. BRIDGEMAN 
2 Not here printed. 
3 A Christian Socialist member of the Tyrol Diet and leader of the re-formed Tyrolese 
Heimwehr (Home Guard). 


No. 226 


Colonel Peck (Klagenfurt) to Earl Curzon 
(Received September 24, 11.45 p.m.) 


No. 26 Telegraphic [C 7180/147/3} 
KLAGENFURT, September 23, 1920, 6.30 p.m. 
Following sent to Paris to-day No. 5. 
Your telegram unnumbered of September a2ist.' 
I cannot express too firmly my conviction that it would be disastrous policy 
to send Italian troops into area without British or French, and even with 
! The reference appears to be to an unnumbered telegram from Lord Derby to Col. Peck, 
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them it would be difficult. I have no doubt that Jugo-Slav troops would 
return immediately if Italian troops entered zone of plebiscite alone and 
ultimate possibility of collision between them is probable if not certain. 

Doctor Yovanovitch? has twice called attention of this Commission to 
presence of Italian troops at Villach. On every occasion my French colleague 
and myself have taken view that as these troops were outside area controlled 
by Commission, it was not matter of which we could take official cognizance. 
Rather it was matter for Jugo-Slav Government to raise directly with Am- 
bassadors’ Conference or for Belgrade to raise with Rome. Further it is my 
personal view that presence of these troops at Villach does not affect directly 
voting of individuals at plebiscite; although it does affect policy of Jugo- 
Slav authorities here. 

Under these circumstances neither my French colleague nor myself feel 
that we are in a position to bring forward official recommendation you 
suggest. 

I regret last paragraph of your telegram! has been mutilated and is not 
clear. Following arrangements however come into force immediately with 
reference to gendarmerie. An Allied officer will supervise each of the three 
Companies with British officer in supreme control of whole of gendarmerie. 
I hope this arrangement will help to solve problem. If plebiscite be delayed 
until Italian troops are removed, it cannot take place until the Spring of 
next year as snow usually blocks mountain villages in October. 

Italians earnestly desire delay and I fear may even stir up trouble to gain 
that end. 

Repeated to Foreign Office. 


repeated to the Foreign Office as No. 1114 of Sept. 21 (not printed), in which Lord Derby 
had asked for Col. Peck’s views on the presence of Italian troops at Villach and the possi- 
bility of a collision between Italian and Yugoslav troops if the former entered the plebiscite 
zone. The last paragraph read: ‘It would make it easier for me to ask for withdrawal of 
Italian troops if I could base my request on formal recommendation in this sense by majority 
of commission. In answer to Italian and Austrian objections, could commission promise 
effective reinforcement of police for the purpose of ensuring order?’ 
2 Yugoslav representative on the Klagenfurt Plebiscite Commission. 


No. 227 


Earl Curzon to the Earl of Derby (Parts) 
No. 3173 [C 6463/408/21] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, September 23, 1920 
My Lord, 
I have to call Your Excellency’s attention to what appears to me a serious 
danger, in the delay on the part of the Hungarian Government to ratify the 
Treaty of the Trianon; as not only is this continuous delay likely to retard 


the restoration of peace and economic reconstruction in South-Eastern 
Europe by preventing the coming into being of the Commissions set up under 
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the Treaty to control Hungarian economic relations, but also it appears to 
me likely to afford other Powers continued opportunity of carrying on 
political and cconomic negotiations with the Hungarian Government which 
are not compatible with the interest of the Allies. 

2. I transmit in this connection a copy of a despatch from the Acting 
British High Commissioner at Budapest,! illustrating the dangers involved 
in any indefinite postponement of the Hungarian ratification. 

3. I request your Excellency to seize an early opportunity of proposing to 
the Ambassadors’ Conference that the Hungarian Government should be 
formally called on to ratify the Treaty of the Trianon within a fixed space 
of time, and that they should be warned that their failure to comply with 
this demand of the Allied and Associated Powers might entail serious con- 
sequences for Hungary, and that the whole question of Hungarian admission 
to the League of Nations, and to the different international bodies, such as 
the Danube Commission, and others, in which they are vitally interested, 
would in consequence have to be indefinitely postponed and reconsidered. 

4. I am sending a copy of this despatch to His Majesty’s Acting High 
Commissioner at Budapest. 

Iam, &c., 


CURZON OF KEDLESTON 
' No. 218. 


No. 228 


Earl Curzon to Mr. Bridgeman (Vienna) 
No. 234 Telegraphic (C 6971/6971/62] 
Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, September 24, 1920, 4 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 371 (of Sept. 21.! Trebitsch Lincoln.) 

H.M. Government refuse to entertain this request. 

It would have been better if you had declined to receive this scoundrel 
and traitor and you should do so in future. 


t No. 222. 


No. 229 
The Earl of Derby (Parts) to Earl Curzon (Received September 27) 


No. 1133 Telegraphic: by bag [C 7294/147/3] 


PARIS, September 25, 1920 

Your telegram No. 1031.! 
Owing to ministerial crisis I have not been able to approach French 
Governnient officially but as they have already raised the question unofficially 


1 No. 223. 
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(see my telegram No. 1114)? I am satisfied that in principle they are in 
favour of withdrawal of Italian troops at Villachi [sic]. 

It would certainly have been easier to get the Italians to withdraw their 
troops unconditionally if (1) the Commission had officially asked for it, but 
this they refuse to do (See Colonel Peck’s telegram of September 23rd)3 and 
(2) if there were no Jugo-Slav troops at Assling. As it is, the conditions now 
attached by Italians to the withdrawal of their troops (see Mr. Kennard’s 
telegram No. 430)4 seem impossible of acceptance, since (1) slow withdrawal 
would mean that the troops would not have left before the plebiscite, unless 
latter is postponed, which is what the Italians want, but which is most 
undesirable (2) Austrian Government cannot replace Italian troops (See Mr. 
Bridgeman’s telegram No. 369).5 (3) We can hardly ask Jugo-Slavs to with- 
draw their troops from Assling, and if we do so the Jugo-Slavs will be entitled 
to ask for corresponding withdrawal of Austrian troops (if any) on northern 
boundary of plebiscite zone. 

In these circumstances I would be glad to know what line you would wish 
me to take. 

Italian Ambassador intends at next meeting of Conference of Ambassadors 
to propose that the three months in which plebiscite has to take place should 
be counted, not from the entry into force of the Treaty, but from the date of 
withdrawal of Jugo-Slav troops. I propose to resist this proposal. He will 
also no doubt strongly support Austrian Government’s request for Allied 
troops (see my despatches Nos. 2918 and 2999). French have suggested 
unofficially, as a compromise, that Allies might supply a number of officers 
to command gendarmerie during the plebiscite. Do you consider such a 
solution feasible? 

Whatever arrangements are made to insure order and impartiality, it is 
desirable that they should not involve delay in the holding of the plebiscite, 
as any delay will mean its postponement till the Spring (See Colonel Peck’s 
telegram of 23rd September).3 The remedy would in that case be worse that 
[stc] the disease. 


2 Of Sept. 21, not printed. See No. 226, n. 1. 3 No. 226. 

+ This telegram of Sept. 23 from H.M. Chargé d’Affaires at Rome reported that the 
Italian Government were prepared ‘gradually to remove their troops from Villach-Stveit 
Line when Jugo-Slavs have evacuated not only their zone of occupation in plebiscite area, 
but also Assling. Evacuation must be gradual to enable Italian troops to be replaced by 
Austrians,’ 

$ Not printed. 

6 Of Sept. 14 and 24 respectively, not printed. 
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No. 230 
Earl Curzon to the Earl of Derby (Parts) 


No. 1045 Telegraphic: by bag [C 7294/147/3] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, September 28, 1920 


Your telegram No. 1133 of 25th September! and Mr. Kennard’s telegram 
No. 430 of 23rd September? (Italian troops at Villach). 

Italian proposal seems quite impracticable, for pending the settlement of 
the Adriatic question it is impossible for His Majesty’s Government to press 
the Serb-Croat-Slovene Government to withdraw their troops from Assling 
which will almost certainly in any ultimate general territorial settlement fall 
to the Yugo-Slavs but which it will be remembered Italians have incessantly 
intrigued to acquire themselves. Since Colonel Peck feels, I think with justice, 
that the matter is one beyond the competence of the Plebiscite Commission, 
only course appears to be joint representations by French Government and 
His Majesty’s Government at Rome. Please therefore approach French 
Government as requested in my telegram No. 1031 of 21st September? and 
ask them to instruct their representative at Rome to join with Mr. Kennard 
in making a friendly suggestion in this sense to the Italian Government. 

I agree that the postponement of the plebiscite, proposed by Italians, is 
most undesirable and should be resisted. 

I am not in principle opposed to the French unofficial suggestion that 
Allied officers might be sent to command gendarmerie during plebiscite, but 
should need further information as to numbers and status of officers required 
before approaching War Office. Time is short since plebiscite is fixed for 
10th October. 

Copy by bag to Klagenfurt and Rome. 


t No. 229. 2 See No. 229, n. 4. 3 No. 223. 


No. 231 


Colonel Peck (Klagenfurt) to Earl Curzon 
(Received September 30, 11.30 a.m.) 


No. 29 Telegraphic [C 7574/147/3] 


KLAGENFURT, September 29, 1920, 2 p.m. 


Following sent to Paris to-day No. 4. 

Following for Council of Ambassadors from Klagenfurt Plebiscite Com- 
mission (Begins.) 

On Sunday September 26th at night-fall, an Italian Officer in civil clothes, 
Colonel Navarini, chairman of Inter-Allied District Council of Bleiburg, 
while trying to calm excitement of crowd assembled round his servant, two 
clerks and orderly, was struck by one of Serb-Croat-Slovene gendarmerie 
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with barrel of a rifle. This incident which is very regrettable has to be taken 
into serious consideration in view of approach of Plebiscite. It is too early to 
form an opinion as to whether the placing of three Inter-Allied Officers with 
Serb-Croat-Slovene gendarmerie! will be able to change this state of things 
before October roth. 

In the circumstances this Commission, while doing everything in its power 
to secure that Plebiscite will take place on October roth as already arranged, 
is of opinion that it cannot guarantee at present that it will be possible to do 
so before October 16th (the last day according to Treaty), unless Inter- 
Allied troops be sent to area immediately: It recognizes it is inadvisable to 
send Italian troops alone and therefore hopes that French and British troops 
will be sent also. 300 men each would be perhaps sufficient. Perhaps they 
can be sent from Rhine.? 

An immediate answer is desired to this request as troops must be here by 
October 6th if they are to be of use. Meanwhile Inter-Allied officers have 
been asked for from Vienna in order to help on day of Plebiscite. (Ends.) 


! See No. 226. 

2 Col. Peck reiterated the hope that ‘it will be possible to send 300 British troops from the 
Rhine immediately’ in his following telegram, No. 30 to Lord Curzon (of Sept. 29, not 
printed). 


No. 232 


Mr. Athelstan-Fohnson (Budapest) to Earl Curzon 
(Received September 30, 2 p.m.) 


No. 513 Telegraphic [C 7583/141/21] 


BUDAPEST, September 29, 1920, 5 p.m. 

My telegram No. 508.! 

Minister for Foreign Affairs spoke to me today on question of ratification 
of Peace Treaty without my having raised the point as I am awaiting my 
French colleague’s instructions due Sunday next? before we speak to Minister. 

Count Csaky told me that Hungarian Government would bring ratification 
of Peace Treaty before the Chamber as soon as Agrarian Reform Bill and a 
Local Government Bill were passed; this would be about the first week in 
December. 

Meanwhile he asked me privately and confidentially to ascertain whether 
His Majesty’s Government would be willing, on ratification, to agree to 
certain modifications with regard to Reparations Commission on lines 
reported in my despatch No. 644 September 4th! and also whether Hungary 
could hope for some concessions like those accorded to Bulgaria} with regard 
to cost of upkeep of army. These concessions I found were rather more than 

™ Not printed. 2 Oct. 3. 
3 See Vol. II, No. 11, minute 2 and Appendix A, Document 2, Part IV (3). 
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those granted to Bulgaria and practically meant permission for a conscript 
army of 35,000 men (see also my despatch No. 656 September gth.)* He 
further raised the point as to whether proposed new heavy duties in budget 
on property and income would be earmarked for Reparations or could 
Hungarian Government expect to be allowed full (? total) to facilitate (? con- 
firmation) of this ratification by Chamber. I trust that question of ratification 
may be considered favourably, the point raised with regard to Military 
question has been reported fully by Inter-Allied Military Mission to Con- 
ference of Ambassadors; it raises question of Internal order which should be 
thoroughly understood in order to realize difficulties in which Hungarian 
Government may be placed by a too sudden demobilization of their some- 
what inflated Military forces. 

General Gorton who is leaving today for England can explain this fully.$ 

Repeated to Paris No. 43. 


4 No. 218. 
5 A minute of Oct. 5 by Mr. Leeper stated that General Gorton had visited the Foreign 
Office on Oct. 2. 


No. 233 


Earl Curzon to Sir A. Young (Belgrade) 
No. 216 Telegraphic (C 7330/147/3} 


Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, September 30, 1920, 5 p.m. 


It seems that General Meister,' although he has given up his command and 
officially left the plebiscite area, has been seen there in mufti. Colonel Peck 
considers there is distinct danger of his attempting some ‘coup’ either before 
the plebiscite or directly afterwards if zone 1 decides for Austria. 

Please point out to Prime Minister and Minister for Foreign Affairs per- 
sonally deplorable and grave effect which any such action by General Meister 
would produce in England.? 

If General Meister is allowed to continue in the plebiscite area in spite of 
the assurances given by the Belgrade Government, it will be impossible not 
to hold the latter responsible for any untoward consequences. You should 
therefore urge that the General should be summoned to Belgrade im- 
mediately and detained there until conclusion of plebiscite operations. It 
is mere mockery to remove him ‘officially’ only to allow him to carry on 
intrigues in the area in a private capacity. 

Repeated to Klagenfurt No. 22, Rome No. 458, Vienna No. 238. 


! Head of the Southern Slav forces which had occupied the Klagenfurt basin in Nov. 
1918, and subsequently commander-in-chief of the gendarmerie in Zone I or A. 

2 In Paris telegram No. 1149 of Oct. 1 Lord Derby reported that he had asked Sir A. 
Young to join with his French and Italian colleagues in asking the Yugoslav Government to 
withdraw the General ‘forthwith to Belgrade until after Plebiscite’. 
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No. 234 
The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received September 30, 10 p.m.) 


No. 1141 Telegraphic [C 7575/147/3] 
Urgent. Immediate. Secret _ PARIS, September 30, 1920, 5.40 p.m. 


Colonel Peck’s telegrams Nos. 29! and 30? to Foreign Office. 

Italian Ambassador has been to see me. He informs me that he has a 
telegram from Rome, stating that you in principle agree to despatch of inter- 
allied troops to Klagenfurt. If this is so, I presume this means you are 
ready immediately to send troops to the number of 300 from Rhine or else- 
where to this district. In this case ought I not to inform French Government 
and secure the sending of French troops as well? In telegram of 29th to you, 
Colonel Peck states that it is inadvisable to send Italian troops alone.'. May 
I say I entirely agree with him? I think it would be disastrous to do so, and 
unless English and French troops are sent I would respectfully urge request 
for inter-allied troops be refused. On the other hand I think that it is most 
desirable that if possible these inter-allied troops should be sent. That 
plebiscite should be taken at earliest possible moment is essential, prefer- 
ably on October roth, original date fixed. Question as to commandant of 
Allied troops, if sent, should also be settled before troops arrive. 

In the meantime telegram repeated in my immediately following telegram: 
was sent yesterday by Conference of Ambassadors to Plebiscite Commission 
but their answer has not yet been received. 


' No. 231. 

2 See No. 231, n. 2. 

3 Not printed. The repeated telegram of Sept. 29 related to a suggestion by the Con- 
ference of Ambassadors that some officers, drawn from staffs of the Austrian Commissions 
of Control, might be sent temporarily to the plebiscite zone ‘in order to ensure liberty of 
voting and impartiality of gendarmerie’. 


No. 235 


Earl Curzon to the Earl of Derby (Paris) 
No. 1051 Telegraphic [C 7649/147/3] 


Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, October 1, 1920, 6 p.m. 


Your tel. no. 1144 (of goth Sept.;! Allied troops for Klagenfurt). 

Regret that no British troops are available. Please therefore merely inform 
Conference to-morrow that HMG. are opposed to the despatch of any 
Allied troops to the plebiscite area where their presence would not be 
justified by terms of Treaty of St. Germain. 


™ In this telegram (not printed) Lord Derby reported that the statement in No. 234 that 
H.M.G. had agreed to send British troops to Klagenfurt was due toa telegraphic error. He 
requested instructions on the attitude he should adopt when the question came before the 
Ambassadors’ Conference on Oct. 2. 
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No. 236 
The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received October 4) 
No. 1154 Telegraphic: by bag [C 7803/147/3] 
PARIS, October 2, 1920 


[The Conference of Ambassadors met this morning under the chairman- 
ship of Monsieur Cambon and considered the following questions:]' 

2 (5) I informed the Conference of the decision of His Majesty’s 
Government not to send British troops to the Klagenfurt area (see your 
telegram No. 1051).3 Monsieur Cambon stated that in that case the French 
would not send any either. The Commission’s request was therefore rejected 
and they are being informed accordingly. Monsieur Cambon laid stress on 
the fact that in view of the absence of Allied troops it was all the more de- 
sirable not to postpone the date of the plebiscite if possible, and certainly not 
later than October 16th, which is the date fixed by the Commission in the 
event of their having no Allied troops (See Colonel Peck’s telegram No. 7,5 
to Conference of Ambassadors dated September 29th—repeated to Foreign 
Office). It was decided that the Commission should be urged not to postpone 
the Plebiscite beyond this date. In the meanwhile the Conference were 
informed that 18 Allied officers, British, French and Italian, could be spared 
from the Commissions of Control at Vienna and sent to Klagenfurt to assist 
the Commission. . . .? 

™ No complete copy of this telegram is filed: this passage has been supplied from the filed 
copy of section 1 of the telegram. 

2 The omitted sections referred to other matters. 3 No. 235. 

* In Lord Derby’s unnumbered telegram of Oct. 3 to Col. Peck, repeated as No. 1155 to 


the Foreign Office, where it was received on Oct. 4. 
$ In the Foreign Office this was corrected to ‘4’, i.e. No. 231. 


No. 237 
The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received October 5) 
No. 1158 Telegraphic: by bag (C 7935/141/27] 


PARIS, October 4, 1920 

Mr. Athelstan-Johnson’s telegram No. 513.! 

I should be glad to be furnished with views of His Majesty’s Government 
as to what concessions if any they would be prepared to make as regards 
reparations and army organization so as to encourage peungarian Govern- 

ment to ratify Treaty. 

Question of this ratification will have to come before the Conference of 
Ambassadors again before long, as will also Hungarian proposals for army 
reorganisation set forth in my despatch No. 2718.? I shall of course in dealing 
with this matter bear in mind the views expressed in your despatch No. 3017.3 


1 No. 232. 
2 Of Aug. 22, not printed. Cf. No. 217. 3 No. 217. 
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No. 238 


Mr. Athelstan-Fohnson (Budapest) to Earl Curzon 
(Received October 5, 2.50 p.m.) 


No. 517 Telegraphic [C 7999/141/27] 
BUDAPEST, October 4, 1920, 5.10 p.m. 


Paris telegram No. 1118! and my telegram No. 513.7 

My French and Italian Colleagues have now received instructions to urge 
Hungarian Government to ratify Treaty of Trianon as soon as possible. My 
United States Colleague has received no such instructions. 

At a meeting today with M. Fouchet and Prince Castagneto we agreed to 
make personal and separate representations to Minister for Foreign Affairs 
at his weekly diplomatic reception on October 6th in the sense direct, both 
my Colleagues being strongly averse to any written communication or joint 
communication. 

I ascertained that Count Czaki has spoken to them in exactly the same 
terms as those in which he addressed me (see my telegram above mentioned) 
and I understand with reference to reparation questions they have urged on 
their Governments advisability of considering Minister’s suggestions. 

Repeated to Paris No. 45. 


! In the Foreign Office it was suggested that this number should be No. 1158 of Oct. 4, 
i.e. No. 237 above. 
2 No. 232. 


No. 239 


The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Recetved October 6) 
No. 1163 Telegraphic: by bag {Confidential/General/199/3] 


PARIS, October 5, 1920 


The Conference of Ambassadors met this morning under the presidency 
of M. Jules Cambon, and considered the following questions: 

. .! (6) The Conference considered various notes which the Austrian 
Delegation have addressed to them urging the importance of sending Allied, 
or even neutral, troops to the Klagenfurt Plebiscite Area. (See my despatches 
Nos. 2918 and 2999 and 3070).2 The Conference recognised as well founded 
the request made in the Austrian note of October 4th; to the effect that, in 
the absence of Allied troops, at any rate a sufficient number of Allied officers 
should be sent to Klagenfurt for the period of the plebiscite, in order that at 
least one Allied officer should be in charge of each of the 97 polling booths. 

1 The omitted sections referred to other matters. 
2 Of Sept. 14, Sept. 24 and Oct. 5, respectively, not printed. 


3 Not printed. A copy was transmitted to the Foreign Office under cover of Lord Derby’s 
despatch No. 3070 of Oct. 5. 
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General Weygand was consulted as to whether, for this purpose, Allied 
officers could be obtained from the Army of the Rhine in order to supplement 
the officers which were being obtained from the Austrian Commissions of 
Control.* He pointed out that it would be both expensive and difficult to 
obtain officers from this source, and suggested that a considerable number of 
officers might be obtained from the Military and Aeronautical Commissions 
of Control if these two latter bodies were authorized to stop their work 
entirely during the time of the plebiscite, and to send practically all their 
staff down to Klagenfurt. According to information obtained by the Italian 
Ambassador, these Commissions of Control are already preparing to send 
45 men instead of 18, as had been originally suggested. By adopting General 
Weygand’s suggestion it is hoped that this number may be still further 
increased. The Conference therefore decided to instruct the Presidents of 
the Military and Aeronautical Commissions of Control in the above sense, 
requesting them to aim as far as possible at sending an equal number of 
officers of all three nationalities. It is to be understood that while at Klagen- 
furt they will be under the direct orders of the Plebiscite Commission. The 
Klagenfurt Commission, in being informed of the above, is to be warned that 
in any case the Plebiscite is not to be postponed beyond the 16th October. 

In this connection M. Cambon informed the Conference that, as a result 
of the joint representations recently made to the Yugo-Slav Government 
(See my telegram No. 1140, Section 6),5 the latter had undertaken to with- 
draw General Meister to Belgrade. . . .”! 


4 Cf. No. 236. $ Of Sept. 29; this section is not printed. 


No. 240 


Earl Curzon to the Earl of Derby (Paris) 
No. 1069 Telegraphic [C 8002/147/3] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, October 6, 1920, 5 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 1166—of 5th October' (Officers for Klagenfurt 
plebiscite.) 
Your action approved. We agree that plebiscite should be held as soon as 


possible. 
' Not printed. In effect this briefly summarized § 6 of No. 239. 


No. 241 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Bridgeman (Vienna) 


No. 653 [G 8219/785/3] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, October 7, 1920 
Sir, 
The new Minister of the Austrian Republic, Baron Franckenstein, who had 
been a member of the Austro-Hungarian Embassy in London before the 
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war, and during a portion of the war had represented his country in Brussels 
—where he was reported to have exercised a very moderating influence in his 
relations with the German occupation—paid his first visit to me yesterday 
afternoon. 

After an exchange of the usual courtesies, he plunged into a statement of 
the sufferings and grievances of his country. He depicted to me, in language 
which I do not think was exaggerated, the position of Vienna: a great Capital 
with over two millions of people, situated in a country the population of 
which had been reduced to six millions, neither justifying the existence of so 
large a metropolitan centre, nor able to feed and sustain it. He described his 
country as shorn of all her most valuable possessions, surrounded by a ring- 
fence of embittered enemies, and wasting away in a slow process of famine 
and exhaustion. Such a state of affairs could not continue indefinitely. 
Actual disaster had been staved off by a series of expedients during the past 
twelve months, but another Winter would bring the crisis to a head. With- 
out coal, without food, without supplies, the whole mechanism both of 
Government and of society must break down; and the result, not only to 
Austria, but to Europe, would be calamitous. There were indeed only two 
alternatives before this mutilated and impoverished Austrian State: either 
to throw in her lot with Germany, or to come to some reasonable arrange- 
ment as regards trade and supplies with her hostile neighbours. Baron 
Franckenstein asked me plainly which of these two policies I favoured. 

I had no hesitation in replying that the Entente Powers were still, as they 
had been throughout, opposed to the incorporation of Austria with Germany. 
It would be entirely contrary to the policy for which we had fought and won 
the war, and it had been specially provided against in the Treaties which 
Austria and Germany had signed. The alternative policy mentioned by 
him was, therefore, undoubtedly that which was favoured by Great Britain. 
Moreover, during the past twelve months we had done everything in our 
power to favour it. I alluded to the conversations which I had more than 
once had with Dr. Benes, the Foreign Minister of the Czecho-Slovakian 
Republic, on his visits to England, and to the pressure which we had uni- 
formly applied to induce happier relations between Austria and the whole of 
her neighbours. I referred also to Dr. Renner’s visit to Prague, which had, 
I believed, resulted in an arrangement with the Czecho-Slovakian Govern- 
ment.! 

Baron Franckenstein replied that this covered only a small corner of the 
ground; that the Czecho-Slovaks were the most inveterate enemies of Austria; 
and that the policy which I favoured had so far not had much chance of 
SUCCESS. 

This was a matter, I said, in connection with which some portion of the 
blame attached to both parties, but every influence which we could exercise 
would certainly be directed towards securing for Austria the necessary condi- 
tions of independent existence. I alluded to the exertions of Sir William 


™ Cf. No. 54. A commercial arrangement had recently been made between Czecho- 
slovakia and Austria providing for an exchange of goods for raw materials, particularly coal. 
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Goode, who had been a true friend to Austria during the past year; to the 
large contribution which had been made by Great Britain towards the support 
of Austria; and to the influence exercised by British Officers and the British 
Representative. 

The Minister proceeded to ask for my support in four important particulars. 

The first of these was with respect to Zone A in Carinthia, where a plebis- 
cite was about to be held, and where, as he alleged, the Yugo-Slav troops 
were terrorising the population. He earnestly hoped that we would send 
British troops there, or, if not British troops, at least British Officers. 

I pointed out to him the difficulty of finding troops for all these Missions; 
but said that, so far as Officers were concerned, we had done, and would do, 
our best. 

His second request was that we should admit Austria to the combination 
of neutral countries towards trade with whom a credit of £36,000,000 had 
been set aside by the Allies. 

I said that it might be difficult to make an exception in favour of a single 
one among the late enemy countries. 

In reply to this, he pleaded the exceptional position and distress of 
Austria. 

His third petition was that Great Britain should support the admission of 
Austria to the League of Nations. 

I explained that admission to the League was decided, not by the Council, 
but by the Assembly of the League, which would shortly meet in Geneva. 
The Assembly consisted of the Representatives of a very large number of 
nations, who, I believed, decided upon applications of this nature by their 
votes, and who would probably adopt some general policy with regard to 
the admission of former enemy States. Generally speaking, the attitude of 
Great Britain was favourable to the admission of all important States to the 
League, both on the ground that we desired to obliterate as soon as possible 
the memories of the war and to return to a happier state of affairs, and 
because it was obvious that the League could become a really powerful and 
effective organisation only if it included every important State. The ad- 
mission of Austria did not rest with me, and it would be decided by the 
general agreement of the Powers represented in the Assembly. I was doubt- 
ful whether the time had yet arrived when the various requests that were 
likely to be made to the League by former enemy countries could all be 
favourably entertained; but I was certain that the British Representatives— 
the leader of whom was Mr. Balfour—would approach the matter in a 
sympathetic spirit. 

The Minister made a final and urgent appeal for grants of coal. He left 
me a memorandum pointing out the condition of his country in this respect, 
and laying stress upon the obstinate and ‘intransigeant’ attitude of Czecho- 
Slovakia. He put in a strong claim for a share of Upper Silesian coal, and 
asked that Great Britain also might give special help to Austria. 

I mentioned the difficulties with which we were confronted in regard to 
coal at home, and which the present position in the mining world did not 
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tend to alleviate; and, beyond listening sympathetically to what the Minister 
said on this point, I was not able to console him by any definite assurance.? 
Iam, &c., 
CuRZON OF KEDLESTON 
2 In a subsequent letter of Oct. 12 to Baron Franckenstein (not printed) Lord Curzon 
confirmed that he was unable to ‘hold out any definite hopes of an addition . . . to the 
quantities of coal exported from the United Kingdom’. He suggested that ‘a partial but 


effectual means of dealing with this shortage will in the long run prove to be the increased 
use of oil fuel to be obtained from Poland and Roumania’. 


No. 242 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Rattigan (Bucharest) 


No. 431 [C’ 7503/4025/19] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, October 7, 1920 
Sir, 

I have received your despatch No. 251 of the 2oth ultimo recording a 
conversation with M. Marghiloman on the subject of the so-called ‘Little 
Entente’.! 

2. In this connection I have to approve the reply you made to M. Marghi- 
loman’s statements and your explanation to him of the general view of His 
Majesty’s Government as to the co-operation of the powers of South- 
Eastern Europe for the maintenance of peace on the basis of the Treaties of 
Paris. 

g. Iam not impressed either by the views put forward by M. Marghiloman 
or by the prospect of close relations with him. After the policy which he and 
his party pursued throughout the war and the unscrupulous way in which 
efforts were made by them to discredit our cause, I cannot consider that his 
newly discovered affection for this country can be of great value nor do I 
think that he should be encouraged to describe as a ‘farceur’ so able and so 
loyal a friend of Great Britain as M. BeneS. Further, so far as I am informed, 
the prospects of M. Marghiloman playing a really successful part in Rou- 
manian politics are not great. 

4. For your guidance in any future conversation on similar subjects with 
Roumanian politicians I have to inform you that in general the policy 
described as that of the ‘Little Entente’, so long as it is purely defensive in 
character and based on the maintenance of the Treaties of Peace, meets with 
the full approval of His Majesty’s Government more particularly as it 
provides a safe-guard against the dangerous intrigues to which both the 
French and Italian Governments appear to have lent themselves in the 
course of the past year. 

Iam, &c., 
Curzon OF KEDLESTON 


1 Not printed. In a conversation with Mr. Rattigan on Sept. 20 M. Marghiloman 
(see No. 221, n. 2) had explained his opposition to the idea of the petite Entente. 
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No. 243 


The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received October 9) 
No. 1175 Telegraphic: by bag {Confidential/General/199/3] 


PARIS, October 8, 1920 


The Conference of Ambassadors met this morning under the presidency 
of M. Jules Gambon and considered the following questions. The new 
Japanese Ambassador was present for the first time. 

. .1 (7) The Military Committee at Versailles submitted to the Con- 
ference the question as to what was to be done with the excess war material 
in Austria, Bulgaria and Hungary, in as much as in the Treaties of Peace with 
these countries there are no stipulations, as in the case of the Treaty of 
Versailles, making it obligatory on the Allies to destroy such material. In 
accordance with instructions received from the War Office the British 
member of the Versailles Committee had pressed for the destruction of all 
this material, but had found himself however in a minority of one. While 
bound to recognise that these Treaties leave full latitude to each of the Allied 
Powers to do what they like with the war material allotted to them, I did 
what I could to urge my colleagues to agree to the policy of destruction as 
a matter of expediency, pointing out how the work of the Commissions of 
Control would be delayed indefinitely if they had to wait until the last bit of 
war material had been collected before being able to divide up the whole 
amount collected among the Allied Governments. I urged that to accumu- 
late war material in this manner for an indefinite period in a country like 
Austria was at the present time a very dangerous proceeding and, for this 
reason, the only satisfactory solution would be to destroy the material as it 
was brought in. I could not however persuade the Conference to accept my 
proposal and I had finally to agree to the question being referred back to the 
Versailles Committee with instructions to draw up a scheme for distribution 
of war material among the various Allied Governments as soon as it is 
brought in, instead of waiting until it has all been collected, and for dis- 
posing of it as quickly as possible either by destruction—in the case of material 
allotted to Great Britain—or by removing it without delay to the various 
Allied countries to whose Governments it has been allotted. 

I took the opportunity of protesting against the recent decision of the 
Austrian Commission of Control to send to Italy for safe custody a quantity 
of war material (chiefly rifles I believe) before a decision had been taken as 
to what was to be done with them. The Italian Ambassador explained that 
the Commission of Control had taken this action on the ground that it was 
unsafe to leave these stocks in Austria in its present disturbed condition. 
I also called the attention of the Conference to the unsatisfactory progress 
which had been made up till now by the Austrian Military Commission of 
Control in the matter of collecting war material which Austria had to give 
up under the Treaty. I made it clear that in making these criticisms I was 


! The omitted sections referred to other matters. 
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not casting reflections on General Zucchari, the President of the Commission, 
since I considered the Commission as a whole, including the British member, 
to be equally responsible. 

It was decided to apply the above ruling not only in the case of the Austrian 
Treaty but also in the case of the Bulgarian and Hungarian Treaties. General 
Weygand demurred to this at first on the ground that other considerations 
had to be taken into account in the case of the Bulgarian Treaty, since a 
certain quantity of Bulgarian material had already been removed jointly 
by the Allied Governments from Bulgaria for transmission to the Georgian 
and Armenian Governments.? 

No proposal has ever been made at the Conference of Ambassadors for 
handing over such Bulgarian war material to Georgia and Armenia and my 
only recent information that I have on the subject is that contained in my 
despatch No. 88 Turkey of the 16th August} and in Your Lordship’s des- 
patch No. 3056 of the roth September.* I would add that the French 
Government have never mentioned the matter at the Conference of Am- 
bassadors as they proposed to do in their Note of the roth May (see my 
despatch No. 1446 of 12th May)5 nor did I ever receive instructions from 
Your Lordship to support the French proposals at the Conference of Am- 
bassadors such as were foreshadowed in Your Lordship’s note to the French 
Ambassador of the roth June.® I should be glad therefore to learn the present 
position, as far as His Majesty’s Government are concerned, so as to be able 
to deal adequately with any further proposals for the disposal of Bulgarian 
war material which may come before the Conference of Ambassadors. 

I would point out to Your Lordship that the fact that it had already been 
agreed that the surplus arms of Bulgaria should be delivered to the new state 
of Georgia, and that definite instructions had been received by me that arms 
delivered under the Treaty with Turkey were not to be destroyed,’ rendered 
it impossible for me to logically contend that those delivered by Austria 
should be dealt with in any other way than that which has now been adopted, 
viz.: that these arms when delivered shall be divided amongst the Allied 
Powers, each Power to have the right to do whatever it pleased with the 
portion so allotted... .° 


2 See Nos. 455 and 576 below. 3 Not traced in Foreign Office archives. 

4 This had enclosed a copy of a letter of Sept. 4 (not printed) from the War Office giving 
particulars of the numbers of rifles and cartridges which could be supplied to Georgia sub- 
ject to the agreement of the French military authorities. For details of an actual shipment 
see No. 612 below. 5 See No. 576, n. 2. 6 No. 576. 

7 In his despatch No. 3129 of Oct. 14 (not printed) Lord Derby wrote that the Conference 
of Ambassadors had been careful to limit its decision of Oct. 8 to Austria, Hungary and 
Bulgaria ‘as questions arising under the Turkish Treaty are outside its competence. Further 
the British representative on the Allied Military Committee of Versailles had addressed a 
letter to Marshal Foch on the 4th instant, under instructions from the War Office, making 
it clear that His Majesty’s Government considered a discussion on the disposal of surplus 
Turkish war material to be premature seeing that the whole question of the execution of the 
military clauses of the Turkish Treaty was under consideration . . . and the Military Com- 
mission of Control had not yet been established in Turkey.’ 

8 The concluding sections referred to other matters. 
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No. 244 


The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received October 11) 


No. 3091 [C 8411/137/27| 
PARIs, October 8, 1920 
My Lord, 

In accordance with instructions contained in Your Lordship’s despatch 
No. 3086 of the 14th ultimo,' I approached the French Government in 
regard to the negotiations which are alleged to have been taking place 
between the French and Hungarian Governments. 

I have the honour to enclose herewith copy of the note which I addressed 
to the Ministry for Foreign Affairs on the subject, and of the reply which I 
have now received from Monsieur Leygues.? 

I would add that I have gathered the impression that the French Govern- 
ment were somewhat annoyed at an enquiry being addressed to them on this 
subject.3 

I have, &c., 
DERBY 


™ Of Sept. 14, not printed. Cf. No. 184 and No. 192, n. 2. 

2 French President of the Council and Minister for Foreign Affairs. 

3 An inspired statement discounting the rumours of negotiations between the French 
and Hungarian Governments with a view to revision of the Treaty of Trianon was printed 
in The Times of Oct. 18, p. 11. Meanwhile in his telegram No. 525 of Oct. 15 (not printed) 
Mr. Athelstan-Johnson had reported that a denial of any political understanding between 
France and Hungary issued by the French Legation in Vienna had been confirmed by 
a semi-official Hungarian communiqué. 


ENCLOSURE I IN No. 244 
Letter from the Earl of Derby (Paris) to M. Leygues 


PARIS, September 25, 1920 
Monsieur le Ministre, 

I have the honour, on instructions from my Government, to call Your 
Excellency’s attention to the rumours which have recently been spread as 
regards negotiations which are alleged to have taken place between the 
French and Hungarian Governments. As both the French Government and 
His Majesty’s Government are equally convinced of the need of close co- 
operation in dealing with ex-enemy powers, and in enforcing the terms of the 
treaties of peace concluded with them, Your Excellency will easily realise the 
anxiety felt by His Majesty’s Government at the rumours which seem to 
point to the existence of separate negotiations between France and Hungary, 
more especially when as in the present case these negotiations are alleged to 
involve what would amount to an immediate infraction of one of the Articles 
of the Peace Treaty, and would ultimately imply even a total revision of the 
territorial clauses. His Majesty’s Government cannot in these circumstances 
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be indifferent to these rumours, but they feel sure that since it is not the 
intention of the French Government to take separate and isolated action in 
Hungary, they will not consider it an intrusion on the part of His Majesty’s 
Government if they now instruct me to request Your Excellency to give me 
such assurance as will set their minds at rest. 

For this purpose I would propose to enumerate the reports which have 
reached His Majesty’s Government and on which they desire enlightenment. 

Early in May last His Majesty’s Government received the first reports of 
certain negotiations which were then alleged to be proceeding between the 
French and Hungarian Governments.4 They had, so it was said, for their 
object the transfer to a French group, who had the backing of the French 
Government, of the control of all the Hungarian railways and of the tobacco 
monopoly. It was understood that as an inducement to the Hungarian 
Government to agree to this transaction, the French Government had pro- 
mised to use their best endeavours to obtain the eventual retrocession to 
Hungary of parts of Czecho-Slovakia and Transylvania.’ The Hungarian 
Prime Minister and the Minister of Finance seem to have confirmed the 
truth of these reports in a vague manner, and moreover to have implied that 
the French Government had given them to understand that His Majesty’s 
Government had been consulted in the matter and had indicated their 
assent to the proposals.® 

Needless to say, His Majesty’s Government had not been consulted in the 
matter. Furthermore I would venture to remark that such proposals, if 
given effect, would probably constitute an infraction of Article 180 of the 
Treaty’ and that no offers of territorial concessions could ever materialise 
without involving a complete revision of the territorial clauses of the Treaty. 

On June 7th Count Teleki told His Majesty’s High Commissioner at 
Budapest that proposals had been signed by the Hungarian negotiators as a 
basis of discussion with the French Government.® At that date rumour had it 
that the above proposals were as follows: On the signature of peace the French 
Government would make a loan of 260,000,000 francs in return for which 
the railways and the tobacco monopoly would be handed over as a guarantee. 
The French Government undertook to assist in obtaining for Hungary 
admission to the League of Nations, to use their influence with the League 
and the Czecho-Slovak Government to obtain the restoration of the Pres- 
bourg and Kassa district, and to obtain the constitution of Transylvania into 
an autonomous state which would in time lapse back into Hungary. 

In confirmation of these rumours, on July 16th the Hungarian Acting 
Minister of Public Works informed Mr. Athelstan-Johnson that the option 

4 The references are presumably to Budapest telegrams Nos. 229 and 234 of April 12 and 
15 respectively (not printed), which reported the alleged negotiations. 

5 Reported in Budapest telegram No. 297 of May 22, not printed. 

6 Reported in Budapest telegrams Nos. 314 and 321 of May 26 and 28, respectively. 

7 The relevant section of Art. 180 of the Treaty of Trianon read: ‘. .. the first charge 
upon all the assets and revenues of Hungary shall be the cost of reparation and all other 
costs arising under the present Treaty... .’ 

8 Reported in Budapest despatch No. 404 of June 7, not printed. 
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of the Hungarian State railways had been signed under the following 
conditions :° 

(1) That the French Government should obtain the sanction of the Entente 
Governments. 

(2) That the Hungarian National Assembly should ratify the agreement. 

(3) That the present Hungarian frontiers should be revised. 


His Majesty’s Government have hesitated to discuss these questions with 
the Hungarian Government or to intervene officially at Budapest, seeing 
that they have not been consulted by the French Government. On the other 
hand they were relieved to learn that about the middle of last month the 
Austrian Minister for Foreign Affairs informed the Foreign Affairs Committee 
of the National Assembly that the French Minister had assured him that the 
Hungarian appeal for French support in obtaining rectification of the present 
frontiers of Hungary was vain, as the French Government were resolved to 
adhere to the territorial provisions of the Peace Treaty.'° This information 
although highly reassuring having reached His Majesty’s Government by 
this circuitous channel cannot have the same weight as it would naturally 
have if it had been the subject of a direct and spontaneous communication 
from the French Government. 

I would be grateful therefore to Your Excellency if you would inform me 
that this statement alleged to have been made by the French Minister at 
Vienna still represents, and will continue to represent, the policy of the 
French Government. In making this request I am supported by the con- 
viction that Your Excellency will equally with me appreciate the desirability 
of a frank exchange of views on the whole of this subject, in order to avoid 
all possibility of regrettable misunderstandings due to incomplete and in- 
accurate knowledge of the facts. 

I have, &c., 
DERBY 


9 See No. 192. 10 See No. 192, n. 2. 


ENCLOSURE 2 IN No. 244 


Letter from M. Leygues to the Earl of Derby (Parts) 
MINISTERE DES AFFAIRES ETRANGERES, PARIS, September 29, 1920 


(Action de la France en Hongrie) 
Monsieur |’ Ambassadeur, 

Vous avez bien voulu, par votre lettre du 25 de ce mois, attirer mon 
attention, d’ordre de votre Gouvernement, sur des bruits relatifs aux rela- 
tions entre le Gouvernement frangais et le Gouvernement hongrois. Votre 
Excellence me faisait part de l’anxiété qu’éprouvait le Gouvernement de Sa 
Majesté au sujet de rumeurs qui sembleraient indiquer l’existence, entre la 
France et la Hongrie, de négociations séparées ayant le caractére d’une 
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infraction a l’un des articles du Traité de Paix, et de nature 4 comporter une 
révision complete des clauses territoriales. 

Le Gouvernement frangais qui a constamment marqué sa volonteé de faire 
intégralement exécuter les traités de paix qu’il considére comme solidaires et 
comme constituant la base de ordre nouveau de |’Europe, ne peut qu’étre 
surpris de voir le Gouvernement britannique accorder le moindre crédit 
a des informations de ce genre, et cela au moment méme ot le Gouvernement 
francais, s 'associant a ses Alliés pour amener le Gouvernement hongrois a 
hater la ratification du Traité de Trianon, a donné a cet égard des instruc- 
tions a son agent a Budapest. 

Il est exact que des pourparlers économiques ont eu lieu entre Francais 
et Hongrois aussi légitimement que des Sociétés britanniques ont recherché 
une participation dans les sociétés de navigation danubienne (dont le 
materiel est visé par le traité de Saint-Germain-en-Laye, et qui constituent 
des avoirs importants). En donnant son assentiment a l’action économique 
de ses nationaux, dans des conditions analogues, le Gouvernement francais 
a envisagé, conformément aux vues concordantes des Alliés, Putilité de 
favoridrt [sic] le relévement économique de la Hongrie, élément nécessaire 
du rétablissement de la paix et de la prospérité dans |’Eurdpe centrale. 

Le Gouvernement frangais n’a donné a la Hongrie d’autre assurance que 
indication qu’il était prét a faciliter, en plein accord avec le Traité de paix, 
toute tentative d’entente amiable entre la Hongrie et ses voisins qui aurait 
pour but de faire disparaitre toute cause d’hostilité entre les parties in- 
téressées, 4 leur satisfaction commune. Cette attitude, dont les Etats alliés 
voisins de la Hongrie ont été scrupuleusement informés par le Gouvernement 
francais, est strictement conforme aux termes mémes de la Lettre d’Envoi 
du Traité de Trianon, et qui, Votre Excellencene l’ignore pas, avaient été 
rédigés a la demande de la Délégation Britannique. 

Je démens de la fagon la plus formelle toute autre version des rapports 
existant entre la France et la Hongrie, notamment en ce qui concerne de 
prétendues promesses relatives a la révision des clauses territoriales du 
Traité de Paix. Si des rumeurs courent a ce sujet en Hongrie, si méme, pour 
des raisons politiques qui m’échappent, des personnalités hongroises ont pu 
laisser croire a une telle explication des accords économiques intervenus, 1 
n’y a pas lieu d’y accorder plus de crédit qu’aux rumeurs du méme ordre 
qui ont couru a Budapest sur l’action économique et politique du Gouverne- 
ment britannique en Hongrie. 

Je suis certain, Monsieur l’Ambassadeur, que le Gouvernement de Sa 
Majesté sera ainsi pleinement édifié sur les relations du Gouvernement 
francais avec la Hongrie, relations entiérement conformes aux voeux des 
deux Gouvernements alliés unis par le souvenir récent des grandes luttes 
soutenues cété a cété et par le méme souci des intéréts généraux et de la 
paix mondiale. 

Veuillez agréer, &c., 
G. LEYGUEs 


No. 245 
Earl Curzon to the Earl of Derby (Paris) 
No. 1079 Telegraphic: by bag [C 7935/141/21] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, October 9, 1920 


Your telegram No. 1158 (of October 4th:! Proposed concessions to Hun- 
garian Government). 

We are enquiring views of War Office and Treasury on proposals made in 
Budapest telegram No. 513.2 At the same time, we cannot admit that 
Hungary should be permitted to postpone ratification until she has obtained 
these or other concessions. Please therefore continue to insist on the necessity 
of speedy ratification by Hungarian Government of the peace treaty delay 
in which is holding up all steps for the reconstruction of that part of Europe. 
We shall inform you at a later date of the views of His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment on the question of any possible concessions to Hungary, but cannot 
allow the Hungarian Government to make these concessions a preliminary 
condition to ratification. 

' No. 237. 2 No. 232. 


No. 246 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Athelstan-Fohnson (Budapest) 


No. 445 [C 7999/141/21] 
Confidential FOREIGN OFFICE, October 11, 1920 
Sir :— 

With reference to your telegram No. 517 of the 4th instant! in which you 
informed me that separate representations were to be made by your French 
and Italian colleagues to the Hungarian Minister for Foreign Affairs on the 
subject of an early ratification of the Peace Treaty by Hungary, I regret you 
have not found it possible to obtain their agreement to joint action with you 
in regard to this matter. 

2. In view of the intrigues to which both the French and Italian Govern- 
ments have recently lent themselves, I should have desired that on this occa- 
sion their representatives should have been forced to collaborate with you 
openly in insisting on the Hungarian Government fulfilling its duty in 
ratifying the Treaty. I am inclined to suppose that on the occasion of 
Monsieur Fouchet and Prince Castagneto’s representations to Count Csaky 
opportunity was once again taken to give assurances on behalf of their 
respective Governments to the Hungarian Government which are not likely 
to be in conformity either with the policy of His Majesty’s Government or 
with the objects of the Peace Treaty. 

Iam, &c., 
(for the Secretary of State) 
Eric PHIPPs 
1 No. 238. 
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No. 247 


The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received October 14) 
No. 1197 Telegraphic: by bag [Confidential/General/199/3) 


PARIS, October 13, 1920 


The Conference of Ambassadors met this morning under the chairman- 
ship of Monsieur Jules Gambon and considered the following questions :— 

. .1 (3). Since receipt of your telegram No. 1082 of October gth? the 
Conference has received a similar note from the Austrian delegation in Paris 
calling attention to the danger of a Jugo-Slav invasion of the Klagenfurt 
plebiscite area in the event of the recent plebiscite having gone in favour of 
Austria. The Conference decided to send a warning note to both Jugo-Slav 
and Austrian Governments impressing upon them that the Allied Powers 
would not allow the result of the plebiscite to be nullified by the armed inter- 
vention of either of the interested parties. The note is being sent to the 
Austrian Delegation as a matter of form in order to avoid any appearance of 
partiality. The Italian Ambassador suggested that in view of the impending 
danger the Allied officers lent by the Commissions of Control should be kept 
on in Klagenfurt. I demurred however to giving such instructions on account 
of the complications which might arise if Allied officers became involved in 
any fighting. On the other hand their presence would in no way prevent an 
armed invasion of the area. 

. .1 (6) The Conference considered the reply of the Hungarian Govern- 
ment with regard to the application [ratification] ofthe Treaty ofthe Trianon. 
They promise to pass the ratification law through the National Assembly as 
soon as various technical questions arising out of the treaty have been settled. 
As this reply is considered insufficient the Conference decided to address 
a further note to the Hungarian delegation insisting again on the wish of the 
Allied Governments that the treaty should be ratified by November ist if 
possible, and pointing out that the failure to do so might entail the ejection 
of the Hungarian representative[s] from the various international bodies, 
such as the Danube Commission, on which they are at present sitting. I sug- 
gested in accordance with your despatch No. 6007 of September 23rd? that 
a definite time limit should be fixed but the Conference objected to this unless 
at the same time the Conference were prepared to enforce severe penalties 
in the event of non-fulfilment. As they evidently are not prepared to do this 
I thought it better not to press this point. At the same time joint representa- 
tions are to be made by the allied representatives at Budapest. I took the 
opportunity of protesting that on the previous occasion the French and Italian 
representatives did not receive their instructions until nearly a fortnight 
after the decision had been taken by the Conference and that when the 
instructions were at length received instead of making joint representations 


! The omitted sections referred to other matters. 
2 Not printed. 
3 No. 227, which was in fact No. 3173 to Paris and not No. 6007. 
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they confined themselves to separate verbal representations. (See Mr. A. 
Johnson’s telegram to Foreign Office No. 588 of September 25th.)4. . .! 


4 Not printed. Its correct number was 508. Cf. No. 238. 


No. 248 
Colonel Peck (Klagenfurt) to Earl Curzon (Received October 19) 
No. 18 [C g060/147/3] 


KLAGENFURT, October 13, 1920 
My Lord, 

In confirmation of the telegram of October 11th. from this Commission to 
the Conference of Ambassadors (my telegram No. 15 to Paris, repeated to 
your Lordship)! I have the honour to report that the plebiscite took place 
in Zone 1 on October roth. as previously arranged.? 

The population of the area remained calm throughout the day, and the 
day passed off without any serious incident. Alarming rumours, which were 
generally believed by both sides, had been circulated to the effect that an 
awe-inspiring reign of terror would be inaugurated three days before the 
plebiscite and would reach a maximum on the day itself. This reign of terror 
never eventuated although the two days previous to the roth. had been 
marked by very unpleasant incidents. In spite of the fact that most elaborate 
precautions had been taken to guard against the entrance into the area of 
persons who had not the right to vote, during the gth. and roth. hundreds of 
people had managed to evade the vigilance of the guards and had flocked 
into the area to add to those who had entered earlier in the week. Many of 
them were armed with revolvers, life preservers of horrible designs, bludgeons 
or thick sticks. The Jugo-Slav Sokal [sc] bands numbering several thousands 
coming from the district of Marburg on the East as well as through the 
Rogenbach tunnel from Krain and Laibach were particularly dangerous. 
On the other side, were organised battalions of workmen and students 
similarly armed from Vienna and other parts of Austria, who had been 
smuggled across the Worther Sea [sic] and the Drave into the area of plebis- 
cite. The presence of these bands was a source of grave anxiety to me 
especially as this Commission was powerless to deal with them. However, 
they never actually came into contact, except in isolated cases; but appeared 
to confine their attention to the protection of their own people and their 
homes. Under these circumstances the gendarmerie were not severely tried 
but did what they had to do with discretion and without undue partiality. 

The chief causes which brought about the peacefulness on the day of the 
plebiscite were :— 


1. Both sides were absolutely certain of winning and therefore not only did 


™ Not printed. 
2 For the Report of Oct. 27 by the Plebiscite Commission to the Supreme Council on this 
vote, see Wambaugh, vol. ii, pp. 159-62. 
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not want trouble but were even prepared to do a good deal towards prevent- 
ing it. 

2. The presence of the 58 Inter-Allied Officers from Vienna gave the 
greatest confidence to the inhabitants. One of them was placed in charge of 
the polling booths in each of the 52 Communes, and the remainder were 
stationed at all the important entrances to the zone of plebiscite to keep out 
persons who had not the right to vote. 

3. The presence of these officers naturally gave rise to the belief, which was 
very carefully encouraged, that large numbers of Inter-Allied troops were 
waiting outside the area for orders to march in if necessary. Everything was 
done to exaggerate this idea, for instance the twenty or thirty soldiers who 
came with them and who were in reality batmen, clerks or orderlies, were 
placed in motor cars with their rifles under an officer and rushed about the 
area to create an impression of the presence of many troops. It is difficult 
to over-estimate the effect of this gigantic piece of bluff, as will be seen from 
the following extract from the report of a British Officer commanding one of 
these ‘armed cars’ :— 

‘On reaching St. Michael I was met by a very excited crowd who informed 
me that all kinds of violence and murders were going on in Penk. I took a 
guide and proceeded to Penk, where I found two parties in the middle of the 
village with cudgels apparently preparing to attack each other. I dissuaded 
them from this and removed the cudgels which numbered about a dozen, and 
which I subsequently dumped in the first brook. I ascertained that twice that 
morning the Volk[s]wehr and Jugo-Slavs had almost come to blows but that 
bloodshed had been averted on each occasion by the intervention of a 
British Officer.’ 

4. The voters came early to the poll. At least 90% of the total number 
registered their votes before noon. This is a proof of the excellent arrange- 
ments of the polling stations as well as of the efficient organization of the two 
parties. Mass was said in all churches at 6 a.m. and was attended by large 
numbers of voters. These then proceeded to the polling booths accompanied 
by the priest, who in most cases was Chairman or Secretary of the presiding 
Council. 

5. The sale of intoxicating liquors had been forbidden, both on the day of 
the poll and the previous day. 

6. The organization of the area and the arrangements for taking the vote 
not only worked perfectly but they had previously met with the full approval 
of the people, who realised that the conditions under which they voted 
ensured absolute secrecy. 

The outstanding feature of the plebiscite has been the extraordinar[il]y 
high percentage of the number of voters. 

I have little doubt it will prove to be a record. The returus are not yet 
complete, but there seems little doubt that at least 95% of those on the register 
voted. This is very eloquent testimony to the keenness of the population and 
is yet another proof of the efficient organization of the two parties interested. 
It also shews very conclusively that no one was prevented from voting by 


293 


terrorism of any kind. This has been a matter of great surprise to the Aus- 
trians and a great disappointment to Prince Borghese. The Italian Officers 
from Vienna had evidently received instructions, for several of them stated 
on their arrival that the plebiscite could not possibly be valid owing to the 
conditions prevailing at the moment, and although as things had been al- 
lowed to go so far it was impossible now to postpone it, yet there was no 
doubt that the Italian Government would appeal to the Conference of 
Ambassadors against any result prejudicial to Austria. 

I regret that owing to the elaborate precautions taken in counting the 
votes I am unable to inform your Lordship of the result, but at the moment 
it would appear that it will take the form of a substantial majority in favour 
of Austria. 

I am sending a copy of this despatch to His Majesty’s Ambassador in Paris, 
His Majesty’s Minister at Vienna, and His Majesty’s Minister at Belgrade. 

I have, &c., 
S. Carpet PEcK 


3 Lord Curzon minuted: ‘It was a very remarkable performance (not least for the pro- 
portion who voted) and very creditable to the British officers. C 24/10.’ Lord Curzon’s 
appreciation was conveyed to Col. Peck in a letter from the Foreign Office dated Oct. 28. 


No. 249° 
Colonel Peck (Klagenfurt) to Earl Curzon (Received October 16, 10.10 a.m.) 


No. 39 Telegraphic [C 8845/147/3] 


KLAGENFURT, October 14, 1920, 9.30 p.m. 


Following sent to-day to Paris No. 17. 

My telegrams Nos. 15! and 16.? 

Following for Conference of Ambassadors from Klagenfurt Plebiscite 
Commission No. 5 (Begins.) 

As Conference have already been informed by this Commission Plebiscite 
which has gone in favour of Austria by substantial majority passed off with 
calmness which continued until to-day. 

Yugo-Slav troops however began re-occupation of area last night and as 
far as can be ascertained at present number at least two battalions, and at the 
same time gendarmerie has been reinforced and non-Carinthian gendarmes 
dismissed by order of Commission have been brought back. 

Serb-Croat-Slovene Representative has officially informed Commission of 
his instructions that the two battalions of troops withdrawn from area should 
return to their former quarters in a letter in which he states . . .3 as follows :— 


‘In consequence of feeling that Plebiscite is disadvantageous for us our 


' Of Oct. 11, not printed. 
2 Of Oct. 14, but drafted on Oct. 13, not printed. 
3 The text is here uncertain. 
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administration has lost a good deal of its authority by fact that it begins 
to be regarded as being of no duration in this country. 

‘Under such circumstances our administration is not in a condition to 
afford sufficient protection and to calm in this way alarmed minds.’ 


Doctor Jovanovic has at the same time tendered his resignation to his 
Government and in consequence declined to attend meeting of Commission 
to-day or to take any further part in its proceedings until instructions are 
received from his Government. 

In consequence of above facts and with a view to handing over zone one 
to Austrian Authorities at the earliest possible date Commission have decided 
to order immediate withdrawal of troops and to take over Administration of 
zone one from Jovanovié through medium of Inter-Allied District Councils 
established by Commission in July. 

Under present conditions the taking over of actual Administration by 
Commission will be very difficult and may . . .3 beyond their powers. There- 
fore it is of paramount importance that Commission should have full and im- 
mediate support of Conference as otherwise Austrians may get out of hand 
and it will be impossible for Commission to control situation. (Ends). 

Repeated to Foreign Office, Vienna and Belgrade. 


No. 250 


Earl Curzon to Mr. Bridgeman (Vienna) 
No. 667 [C' 8663/785/3] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, October 15, 1920 
Sir, 

With reference to my despatch No. 653 of the 7th instant,! I have to 
transmit to you herewith some further observations on certain of the matters 
touched upon in the conversation which I held on the 7th instant with the 
new Minister of the Austrian Republic, on the occasion of his first official visit 
to me. 

2. Baron Franckenstein described his country as surrounded by a ring 
fence of embittered enemies. It is no doubt true that till the treaty of peace 
came into force it was difficult to persuade the succession States to adopt a 
friendly or even reasonable attitude towards Austria. I am hopeful, however, 
that better relations may be expected in the near future. You have already 
called my attention from time to time to the commercial negotiations between 
the Czecho-Slovak and Austrian Governments providing for an exchange 
of goods against raw material, particularly coal. I have lately heard that a 
similar arrangement has been concluded or is to be concluded between the 
Serb-Croat-Slovene and Austrian Governments, and I should be glad to be 


' No. 241. 
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furnished with any further observations on this matter which you think 
would elucidate the present position. Possibly Baron Franckenstein rather 
exaggerated the hostility of Austria’s neighbours to her. It appears to me 
that no such suspicion is entertained by these States towards Austria as is 
shown by them towards Hungary, and I am hopeful that if the Austrian 
Government adopt the line of policy which I permitted myself to recommend 
to Baron Franckenstein Austria ought even before long to be invited to 
enter the Little Entente. That the admission of Austria would not meet with 
any insuperable difficulties is shown by language which both Doctor Benes 
and M. Take Ionescu have used on this subject.3 

3. With regard to the conditions in zone A of the Klagenfurt area raised 
by Baron Franckenstein, I am at present awaiting the result of the plebiscite 
which was held on the roth instant, and I feel that I was well justified in 
assuring the Minister that His Majesty’s Government have done, and would 
do, their best to secure the conditions of order for which he begged. 

4. I have nothing further to add to what I said to Baron Franckenstein 
in reply to his request that His Majesty’s Government should support the 
admission of Austria to the league of nations at an early date (see my 
despatch No. 653 of the 7th instant).! 

5. The question of the extension of the export credit scheme to Austria is 
a more difficult one. I understand that the Export Credit Department of 
the Board of Trade are considering it, but the scheme is solely designed to 
help British exporters by covering them against risks when exporting manu- 
factured goods, and can be of little direct benefit to the importing country, 
especially when, like Austria, what is required is the import not of manu- 
factured goods but of raw materials. On several occasions this has been 
explained to the Austrian Minister. 

6. As regards the coal situation, the export of coal from Czecho-Slovakia 
is undoubtedly improving, and generally the position as regards commerce 
between the two countries is better than it was. Of the Upper Silesian coal, 
Austria has for some time past been receiving her share. In the week ending 
September 25, she got 22.207 tons, which was more than Italy got in the 
same week, and nearly as much as Poland got. To supply British coal (on 
credit) to Austria is, of course, not a practical proposition. 

7. In general, the Minister, as in duty bound, painted the picture of his 
country rather blacker than it is in reality. My present general impression is 
that the Reparation Commission have the situation in hand. Things are not 
going to be so bad in Vienna this winter, e.g., as regards fuel, as they were 
last winter. Until Austria balances her budget, no help from outside can 
radically change the situation. Meanwhile her first duty is to increase her 


2 Mr. Bridgeman had reported the conclusion of this agreement in his despatch No. 600 
of Sept. 5 (not printed). He made some further observations on it in his despatch No. 736 
of Oct. 20, also not printed. 

3 In his speech of Sept. 1 to the Czechoslovak Permanent Parliamentary Commission, 
Dr. Bene’ had made friendly references to Austria. For M. Jonescu’s idea of a Central 
European bloc, see No. 221. 
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food production. The experts tell me that there is no reason why she should 
not soon be able to feed herself for seven months in the year. 
Iam, &c., 
CurRZON OF KEDLESTON 


No. 251. 


The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received October 16, 11 p.m.) 
No. 1210 Telegraphic [C 8851/147/3] 


PARIS, October 16, 1920, 7 p.m. 

Addressed to Klagenfurt. 

Following for Plebiscite Commission from Conference of Ambassadors: 

Your telegram No. 5 to Conference.! 

1. The Conference of Ambassadors approves measures taken by Plebis- 
cite Commission and congratulates it on promptitude with which it has 
arrived at its decisions. 

2. The Conference has instructed Allied representatives at Belgrade to 
make following joint communication to Jugo-Slav Government. Begins: 

“The Allied Governments consider that action of which Jugo-Slav Authori- 
ties have been guilty in Klagenfurt Plebiscite area is in direct contradiction 
to stipulation of treaty of St. Germain, and they are forced to consider 
Jugo-Slav Government as responsible for illegal occupation of zone by 
regular Jugo-Slav troops. 

“The Conference of Ambassadors therefore requests Jugo-Slav Government 
to take immediately all suitable measures and to give all necessary orders for 
their troops to be recalled and withdrawn without delay. 

“The pretext which has been put forward as a justification for this military 
occupation by Jugo-Slav troops is inadmissable [sic]. It appertains to Allied 
Commission alone to take such steps as it considers fit to maintain order in 
territory under its jurisdiction. 

“The Conference approves action of Commission in having assumed 
administration of Zone A until early date when, in conformity with result 
of plebiscite and of Article 50 of treaty of St. Germain, the Austrian Authori- 
ties are reinstated in Zone. 

“The Allied Powers formally request Jugo-Slav Government to recognise 
in all respects authority which Commission (? and its) delegates have assumed. 
It requests Government at the same time to approve without any delay a new 
representative on Commission to replace delegate who has resigned after 
having himself given orders which have resulted in entry of Jugo-Slav troops 
into plebiscite area, and this notwithstanding fact that he had raised no 
protest as regards regularity in execution of plebiscite. 

“The above declaration has been read to Jugo-Slav Chargé d’Affaires at 
Paris by President of Conference in presence of Allied Ambassadors. 


™ See No. 249. 
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“The Conference expects that reply of Jugo-Slav Government to present 
communication will be handed to representatives of Allied Powers at Bel- 
grade without any delay.’ Ends. 

3. The Conference requests that Commission hands over administration 
of Zone as soon as possible to Austrian Authorities. 

Addressed to Klagenfurt, repeated to Foreign Office and Vienna. 


No. 252 


The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received October 19) 
No. 1211 Telegraphic: by bag [C 8912/147/3] 


PARIS, October 16, 1920 


The Conference of Ambassadors held a special meeting this morning under 
the presidency of Monsieur Jules Cambon to consider the state of affairs at 
Klagenfurt as reported in Colonel Peck’s telegram No. 17 to me.! 

The Conference decided that the Yugo-Slav Government had been guilty 
of a gross violation of the Treaty of St. Germain which cannot be justified 
by the plea they put forward, and that joint representations should be made 
to them demanding immediate withdrawal of their troops, the recognition 
of the plebiscite commission’s administration in zone A and the appointment 
of a fresh Yugo-Slav representative on the Commission. The text of the 
communication which is thus to be made was approved and telegraphed to 
the French Representative at Belgrade. The full text is given in my telegram 
No. 1210.? 

I have requested His Majesty’s Minister at Belgrade to co-operate with 
his French and Italian colleagues in carrying out these instructions of the 
Conference. 

At the same time the Conference approved the action of the plebiscite 
commission in assuming the administration of zone A but has requested them 
to reinstate the Austrian authorities as soon as possible in accordance with 
article 50 of the Peace Treaty. 

In order to impress upon the Yugo-Slav Government the serious view 
taken by the Allied Governments with regard to their action, the Conference 
decided on my recommendation that the Yugo-Slav Chargé d’Affaires in 
Paris should be summoned forthwith before the Conference and that the 
text of the Note to be presented to his Government at Belgrade should be 
read out to him by Monsieur Cambon. The Yugo-Slav Chargé d’Affaires 
appeared and received the communication without making any comment 
whatever. 


1 No. 249. - * No. 251. 

3 Paris telegram No. 1209 of Oct. 16 (not printed) repeated the telegram sent by Lord 
Derby to Sir A. Young on behalf of the Conference of Ambassadors, requesting him and his 
French and Italian colleagues to make joint representations to the Yugoslav Government as 
soon as possible. 
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Monsieur Cambon communicated to the Conference a note which he had 
received before the meeting from the Austrian Minister in Paris and which 
the latter bad supplemented by a verbal communication. Monsieur von 
Eichoff points out that if the Allied Powers fail now to enforce the results of 
the Klagenfurt plebiscite the Austrian people in the coming elections will 
have lost all faith in the willingness and capacity of the Allied Governments 
to assist Austria to live as a separate country and in sheer despair they will 
be driven to adopt as the only solution of their present difficulties the policy 
of reunion with Germany. It was decided that in answer to these representa- 
tions, the Conference should communicate to the Austrian Minister the 
substance of the representation which is being addressed to the Yugo-Slav 
Government and at the same time to assure him that the Allied Governments 
fully intend to see that the Treaty of St. Germain is respected. On the other 
hand the Allied Governments will expect the Austrian Government not to 
allow the present incident to be used as an excuse for violating on their part 
any of the stipulations of the Treaty of St. Germain. 

The Conference decided in reply to an enquiry from the Klagenfurt Com- 
mission that the archives of the Inter-Allied Section should eventually be 
brought to Paris. 


No. 253 
The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received October 19) 


No. 3157 [€ 9019/351/3] 
PARIS, October 16, 1920 
My Lord, 

In view of the fact that the question of the working of the Austrian 
Military Commission of Control was discussed at the Conference of Am- 
bassadors at their meeting of the 8th instant, as reported in my telegram 
No. 1175, paragraph 7, of the 8th instant,' I think it may be useful that I 
should submit to Your Lordship a statement of the present position of this 
Commission as far as the facts are known to me. 

For some time past I have been dissatisfied with the absence of any indica- 
tion to show that the Commission were making progress in that part of their 
work which deals with the disarmament of Austria and the disposal of surplus 
war material, and although I had reason to suppose that the Commission 
were meeting with difficulties, I had in the absence of any official reports no 
means of judging the character of these difficulties or of deciding how best 
they might be overcome. 

The serious raid organised in Hungarian territory in July last which 
resulted in the seizure of our stock of Austrian arms at Fiirstenfeld? appeared 
to show clearly that the Commission of Control were not exercising proper 
authority and control. As pointed out in your telegram No. 9413 the obvious 


™ No. 243. 2 See No. 210, n. 2. 
3 Of Aug. 23, not printed. 


299 


remedy for raids of this nature was the removal of stocks of arms from the 
frontier region and a thorough search for all unauthorised arms throughout 
the country, a task for which the Commissions of Control were obviously 
indicated, but of which they had evidently failed to acquit themselves. 

As Your Lordship is aware, the President of the Austrian Commission of 
Control is General Zuccari, an Italian general aged I believe about 75 and 
possibly not as active as formerly. Moreover all reports of the Commission 
have, in order to reach the Inter-allied Military Committee at Versailles, to 
pass through the Italian General Staff. This arrangement is, as you will 
recollect, the outcome of a decision of the Conference of Ambassadors taken 
on the r2th April (C.A. 31)* in order to meet the susceptibilities of the Italian 
High Command. It has had, as I foresaw at the time, the result of delaying 
considerably all communications from the Commission, and of giving to the 
Italian Government the power of controlling the Commission’s activities 
which is perhaps not altogether desirable. 

In order to circumvent therefore delays likely to arise from the above 
causes, I arranged for an unofficial intimation to be conveyed to Colonel 
Gossett [sic], the British member of the Commission, to the effect that it would 
be desirable that the Commission should submit a detailed report as to the 
present position of their work of disarmament and as to the difficulties which 
are preventing its speedy completion. As a result of this suggestion the Com- 
mission drew up on September 13th a lengthy report, copy of which I enclose 
herewith.4 I would incidentally point out that although dated September 
13th this report has only reached me on October oth. 

It may be said to formulate two complaints: (1) that the Commission has 
not been furnished with the requisite information by the Austrian authorities 
and (2) that the Austrian Government continue to maintain their entire 
right to sell or otherwise dispose of war material. The report however which 
represents a compromise between the different commissioners avoids all 
mention of what I gather from a private telegram of Colonel Gossett’ to be 
one of the main difficulties with which the Commission is faced. This diffi- 
culty 1s the reluctance shown by the Austrian authorities to surrender any 
rifles whether belonging to the Government or to the Heimwehr or to the 
Arbeiterwehr. The Government take the point of view that no arms need 
be surrendered until the expiration of three months after the entry into force 
of the treaty. The Commission on their side are afraid of being accused of 
political bias if they attempt to seize the arms of the Heimwehr and Arbeiter- 
wehr since a considerable number of the latter’s arms would be seized and 
but few of the former. 

The result is that although the period of three months since the entry into 
force of the treaty expires to-day, no plans have been made by the Commis- 
sion for the collection or disposal of war material. Indeed Colonel Gossett 
points out that the Italian President of the Armament Special Commission 
is of opinion that he will require at least five or six months to complete his 
particular work. The Commission of Control sent out their advance parties 

* Not printed. 5 Not traced in Foreign Office archives. 
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to Austria as far back as April 8th. The whole Commission has been 
established in Austria since July 20th and they have been in full exercise of 
their functions under the treaty for almost three months and at the end of that 
period they do not appear to have even begun to carry out the principal 
work for which they were appointed, namely, the disarmament of Austria. 
Moreover, it 1s only at this late date that they have for the first time informed 
the Conference of Ambassadors of the difficulties which they are encounter- 
ing and have asked for assistance and support. 

No doubt the Commission have up till now been somewhat hampered in 
their plans by not knowing whether the war material handed over to them 
was to be destroyed or distributed among the Allied Powers. This question 
was definitely settled by the Conference of Ambassadors on the goth instant, 
as reported in my telegram No. 1175, Section 7.! I doubt however whether 
the removal of this hindrance will in reality lead to any acceleration in the 
practical work of the Commission. 

From every point of view it is highly desirable that this and other Com- 
missions of Control should complete their work as quickly as possible, but it 
is clear that this particular Commission will continue to drag on for months 
to come unless prompt measures are taken to clear up the situation into which 
they have drifted. Such measures would seem to be equally in the interest of 
the Austrian Government, since they have to pay for the upkeep of the Com- 
mission, but it is evident that the immediate difficulties and dangers involved 
in co-operating with the Commission bulk more largely in their view than 
the future and problematical re-payment of the ever-growing expenditure 
incurred by the Commission. 

I venture therefore to think that the time has come to consider how best to 
deal with the present unsatisfactory situation, and for this purpose it may 
be useful to summarise the difficulties which the Commission are still en- 
countering. 

They may be put under 4 headings: 


(1) The refusal of the Austrian Government to furnish information. 

(2) The claim of the Austrian Government to sell or otherwise dispose of 
war material. 

(3) The failure of the Austrian Government to hand over stocks of war 
material in their possession or to assist in the disarmament of the population. 

(4) The claim of the Italian Government that in the case of every item of 
war material an investigation shall be held to decide whether it is not part of 
the war material which ought to be ceded direct to Italy instead of being 
handed over to the Commission of Control under the Treaty. 


As regards (1) the Commission in their report propose that a formal protest 
should be addressed to the Austrian Government and that the Reparations 
Commission should be invited to co-operate with a view to obtaining informa- 
tion with regard to the administration in the Central Demobilisation Office. 
There would certainly appear to be no objection to either of these measures. 
I doubt however the efficacy of the former measure unless the allied protest is 
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supported by penalties in case of non-fulfilment. The latter measure should 
certainly prove helpful. I would point out that the Conference of Am- 
bassadors as far back as June 5th instructed the Commission of Control to 
put themselves in touch with the Reparations Commission with a view to 
their dealing jointly with the question of the disposal of excess war material.® 
It is regrettable that this instruction should apparently have remained a 
dead letter. 

As regards (2) as far back as April 1st the Conference of Ambassadors 
decided to warn the Austrian Government that they should not alienate war 
material.? 

The French representative at Vienna however did not join with his 
allied colleagues in making the necessary representations to the Austrian 
Government and on my enquiring the reason for this omission I gathered the 
impression that the French Government were favouring the exportation of 
Austrian arms to neighbouring countries and were inclined to justify their 
attitude by quoting the decision of the Supreme Council of the rst August 
1919 authorising the transmission of Austrian arms to the Czecho-Slovak 
Government to enable the latter to protect their frontiers against possible 
Bolshevik invasion from Hungary. (See my despatch No. 1516 of May roth)8 
Whatever may have been the attitude of the French Government in the 
Spring I do not think that they are at present supporting the Austrian 
Government, but their failure to cooperate with the other allied Govern- 
ments at that time has no doubt encouraged the Austrian Government to 
persevere in their attitude. The traffic in war material subsequently became 
so flagrant that the Conference of Ambassadors on June roth addressed a 
note to the Austrian Government warning them that the alienation of war 
material was a violation of the clauses of the Armistice which they had not 
yet executed and which was then in force. (See my despatch No. 2059).° 
The Conference, as Your Lordship will have observed, reserved the question 
as to whether the Austrian Government were equally violating the terms of 
the Treaty which was at that time not yet in force. The Austrian Govern- 
ment in their reply of June 22nd (See my despatch No. 2438)'° appear to 
reassert the right to alienate any war material, before the entry into force of 
the Treaty. I hope shortly to obtain the views of the allied legal advisers 
with regard to this claim which appears to be at first sight quite indefensible. 
In any case from the economic point of view one would have thought that it 
was in the interest of Austria to prevent war material being dissipated at a 
time when it might be used by the Reparation Commission as a valuable 
asset in helping Austria’s credit abroad. The Conference of Ambassadors, 
being fully conscious of this aspect of the question, instructed the Commission 
of Control on June 5th to get into communication immediately with the 


6 Cf. No. 165. 

7 This decision was reported in Paris telegram No. 399 of April 1, not printed. 

8 Not printed. For the proceedings of this meeting of Aug. 1, see Vol. I, No. 25, minute 13. 
9 Of June 30, not printed. Cf. No. 165. 

10 Of July 31, not printed. 
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Austrian section of the Reparation Commission in order to facilitate as far as 
possible the sale of all war material which could be adapted for civil purposes 
in order to ensure Austria the credits necessary to afford her food supplies and 
the restoration of her economic life.6 I regret that there is nothing to show 
that the Commission has ever acted on these instructions. If they had done so 
they would probably have been able to arrange with the Reparation Com- 
mission whereby the latter should, as they now suggest in their report, take 
over for safe custody the different depots and state establishments and even 
the establishments belonging to private individuals containing war material. 

As regards (3) it is evident that even if the Commission of Control obtain 
possession of the various Government depots depleted as they must be after 
the alienations which have been going on for months past, they will still be 
faced with the task of collecting the large quantities of rifles which are at 
present in the hands of various armed forces or private individuals. As I 
have pointed out earlier in this despatch the Commission’s official report 
does not deal at all with this difficulty, no doubt because Colonel Gossett is 
the only member of the Commission who is prepared to face the facts. The 
other members prefer to await events and to trust to something turning up 
which will either relieve them of carrying out their duties or enable them to 
do so without risks. Colonel Gossett however points out that the Commis- 
sion cannot possibly deal with this portion of their work unless the Austrian 
Government, like the German Government, are compelled to pass a law 
ordering the surrender of all arms within a given period. The Commissions 
of Control could then be instructed to collect together all arms thus surren- 
dered with a view to their being divided up among various allied Govern- 
ments and removed from the country as quickly as possible, in accordance 
with the schene [stc] which, as reported in my telegram No. 1175 of October 
8th, paragraph 7,!! the Interallied Military Committee of Versailles has been 
instructed by the Conference to devise for this purpose. 

As regards (4) it is evident that as long as the Commission has to make 
detailed investigations into the history of every item of war material in order 
to ascertain whether it ought to have been handed over to the Italian Govern- 
ment at the time of the Armistice, it will be impossible to make any progress 
in the distribution of the war material among the Allied Powers. In order 
to put a stop to this dilatory procedure it will probably be necessary that the 
Conference of Ambassadors should lay down that the Armistice conditions 
are no longer valid and that the Commissions of Control are to confine 
themselves to carrying out the terms of the Treaty without taking into 
account the stipulations of the Armistice. I am afraid however that the 
Italians may resist such a proposal and in support of their attitude appeal to 
the Protocol signed simultaneously with the deposit of ratifications of the 
Treaty of St. Germain on the 16th July, whereby the rights of the Allied 
Governments under the Austrian Armistice are reserved.!? 

Apart from such possible objections on the part of the Italian Government 


11 No. 243. 
12 For the text of the Protocol see B.F.S.P., vol. 113, p. 785. 
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it is clear from the above review of the present position that the Conference 
of Ambassadors have it in their power to take definite action to enable the 
Commission of Control to carry out their work of disarming Austria, in 
accordance with the Treaty. If however it is decided to make the various 
demands of the Austrian Government which I have had the honour to 
indicate in this despatch, it is essential that the Allied Powers should be 
prepared to enforce them by bringing, if necessary, some definite pressure to 
bear on the Austrian Government. The most obvious form of pressure is for 
the Reparations Commission to deprive Austria of credits. Your Lordship 
will recollect that this method was employed recently with satisfactory results 
in order to compel the Austrian Government to cancel their agreement with 
the Soviet Government.'3 The practical question however arises as to 
whether in the circumstances it is worth while to go to these lengths in order 
to execute this part of the Treaty. 

For instance, even if under pressure the Austrian Government hands over 
all its depots of arms and Government establishments it is doubtful whether 
the Allied Governments would at this late date obtain any considerable 
amount of war material since so much of it must by now have been sold and 
dispersed. As for the rifles in possession of the various armed bodies and 
private individuals the Austrian Government are certain to argue that having 
passed a law requiring the civilian population to give up their arms they 
could not enforce it without running the risk of precipitating a civil war. 
In the face of these considerations the Allied Governments may not think it 
worth while to bring this matter to an issue; in other words they may recog- 
nise that in view of the conditions prevailing, it is no longer feasible to carry 
out fully the disarmament clauses of the Treaty of St. Germain. 

If they do arrive at this conclusion it would seem desirable that it should 
be followed by the immediate withdrawal of the Military Commission of 
Control since their existence in Austria can hardly be justified except for the 
purpose of executing the disarmament clauses of the Treaty. Once it is 
recognised by the Allied Governments that circumstances prevent them from 
doing this, it is clear that by remaining in Austria they will be wasting not 
only their own time but also the money of the Austrian Government. 

As the affairs of the Austrian Military Commission of Control are bound 
to come before the Conference of Ambassadors in the near future, I should 
be glad to be furnished with the views of His Majesty’s Government on the 
observations which I have had the honour to submit in the present despatch. 
I would also request that I should be informed whether His Majesty’s 
Government attach sufficient importance to the proceedings of this Com- 
mission of Control to justify me in initiating a discussion at the Conference 
on this subject in the event of my colleagues showing an inclination to shelve 
the question. I would add that I have been in consultation with General 


13 The agreement referred to related to the repatriation of Austrian prisoners in Russia. 
The Austrian section of the Reparation Commission had on Aug. 8, 1920, communicated 
to the Austrian Government the decision of the International Relief Credits Committee to 
suspend the credits granted for the purpose of repatriating these prisoners. 
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Sackville West, the British representative on the Interallied Military Com- 
mittee at Versailles, in the matter and am glad to be able to state that he 
concurs in the terms of this despatch. 

I have confined myself on the present occasion to the Military Commission, 
but it would probably be found that some of my observations apply equally 
to the Aeronautical Commission of Control. On the other hand, the Naval 
Commission of Control has already been withdrawn from Austria and the 
small amount of naval work which remains to be completed has been handed 
over to the Military Commission of Control. 

I have, &c., 
DERBY 


No. 254 
Sir A. Young (Belgrade) to Earl Curzon (Received October 19, 12 p.m.) 


No. 318 Telegraphic [C 9073/147/3] 
BELGRADE, October 18, 1920, 8.30 p.m. 


Following sent to-day to Paris No. 16. 

Accompanied by French Chargé d’Affaires I made this morning repre- 
sentations as indicated in your telegram of October 16th.! 

Minister for Foreign Affairs replied as follows :— 


‘On October 15th Serb-Croat-Slovene Government gave orders to com- 
petent authorities. 

‘1. To declare to plebiscite Commission that (? entry of) royalist troops 
into Plebiscite zone has no other (? object) than to afford aid and protection 
to our population and to (? our) authorities against possible acts of ven- 
geance on the part of opposite Party. They will (? withdraw from) Plebiscite 
Zone together with our administration in measure as Plebiscite Commission 
itself finds security of our population and of our authorities (? assured). 

‘2. To conform with request of Plebiscite Commission regarding transfer 
of (? forces) of Administration of Plebiscite Zone. To undertake to this end 
necessary measures in agreement with Commission: to protest against all the 
abuses committed to our prejudice in Plebiscite Zone, (? seeing that) un- 
favourable result of poll to Serb-Croat-Slovene Kingdom can only be attri- 
buted to these abuses. 

“According to yesterday’s reports above-mentioned orders were being put 
into execution.’ 


This answer has been already prepared and much of it had appeared in 
Press. Minister for Foreign Affairs drew special attention to the date of October 
15th on which orders had been given. 

He added that appointment of new Delegate had been completed. 

Repeated to Foreign Office No. 318. 


™ See No. 252, n. 3. 
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No. 255 


The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received October 21) 
No. 1223 Telegraphic: by bag [Confidential/General/199/3] 


PARIS, October 20, 1920 


The Conference of Ambassadors met this morning under the chairman- 
ship of M. Jules Cambon and considered the following questions: 


(1) The Conference had before it the telegram from the Klagenfurt 
Plebiscite Commission transmitted in Colonel Peck’s telegram to me No. 21! 
and also the text of the Jugo-Slav reply to the joint representations of the 
Allied representatives. (See Sir A. Young’s telegram No. 318.)? It was agreed 
that the Jugo-Slav reply was unsatisfactory and the Conference decided 
that a further joint demand should be addressed to the Jugo-Slav Government 
calling upon them to withdraw their troops within 48 hours without further 
discussion. The text of this communication is given in my telegram No. 1225 
of to-day’s date. The Conference further decided that if the troops were not 
withdrawn within the time limit the Allied Governments should be asked 
to consider measures to be taken with a view to compelling the Jugo-Slav 
Government to respect the Treaty of St. Germain... .4 

(4) The Conference approved, on the recommendation of the Interallied 
Military Commission of Versailles and the Austrian Military Commission 
of Control, a scheme of enlistment in the new Austrian Volunteer Army, 
proposed by the Austrian Government, which will prevent the disintegration 
of the Army in 12 years’ time owing to the simultaneous expiration of the 
12 years’ service for which the army has to be enlisted under the Treaty. 

(5) The Austrian Commission of Control called attention to the existence 
in the Austrian Army of soldiers’ councils which are destructive of all dis- 
cipline and argue that the Allies should insist upon their dissolution on the 
ground that they are incompatible with the organisation of an army intended 
by the Treaty of St. Germain for the maintenance of order in the country. 
The Interallied Military Committee of Versailles having referred this ques- 
tion to the Conference of Ambassadors, I expressed doubt as to whether it 
was really within the competence of the Conference to intervene in a 
question of this nature. It was therefore decided to refer the question to our 
respective Governments in case they considered it desirable to take the 
matter up with the Austrian Government. In the meanwhile M. Cambon is 
to speak unofficially to the Austrian Minister on the subject.5 

(6) The Conference approved on the recommendation of the Inter-Allied 
Military Mission [sic] of Versailles and the Austrian Commission of Control 
various amendments which the Austrian Government are to be asked to 
introduce into the Army Bill so as to bring it into conformity with the inter- 

' Of Oct. 19, not printed. Repeated by Col. Peck to the Foreign Office as No. 44. 

2 No. 254. 3 No. 256 below. 


4 The two following sections referred to discussion on other matters. 
$ Paris telegram No. 1339 of Nov. 17 (not printed) reported that M. Cambon had done so. 
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pretation of Articles 120 and 126 of the Treaty by a resolution of the Con- 
ference of Ambassadors of June 5th. (See my telegram No. 674, Section 6, 
of that date.)® 

(7) The Aeronautical Commission of Control in Austria have declared 
that they will be unable to complete the aeronautical disarmament of 
Austria within the period contemplated by the Treaty of St. Germain. 
They therefore ask that a period of 6 months, during which, according to 
Article 147, Austria is not to manufacture aeronautical material, should be 
extended to a date to be fixed by the Allied Governments when the Aero- 
nautical Commission of Control report that the handing over of aeronautical 
material has been completed. This proposal was approved. It follows on 
the same lines as that made on the 22nd June by the Supreme Council at 
Boulogne with regard to Germany.’ In that case the Allied Governments 
decided to embody their decision in a protocol to be signed by Germany, 
which as a matter of fact has never been signed by Germany, but in the 
present case the Conference of Ambassadors held that it was sufficient to 
notify the decision to the Austrian Government. If the latter dispute the 
right of the Allied Governments to impose this decision the matter will have 
to be considered further. 

Copy of the report from the Military Commission of Versailles on the 
above four questions is enclosed in my despatch No. 3190 of to-day’s date.® 

(8) The Conference considered a memorandum based on the instructions 
contained in your despatch No. 2203 of July [June] 26th’ regarding the 
organisation of the Hungarian army, and also the two reports from the 
Interallied Military Commission at Budapest on the same subject enclosed 
in my despatches Nos. 2291 and 2718.9 The proposals contained in your 
despatch were approved but an addition is to be made to them so as to give 
the Hungarian army the same latitude with regard to enlistment of their 
army as has been given to Austria by the decision of the Conference of 
to-day’s meeting as reported in Section 4 of this telegram. 

It was decided to instruct the Allied Military Commission of Budapest to 
reject forthwith the request of the Hungarian Minister of War for permis- 
sion to organise a Hungarian army on the Conscript basis. 

From the reports of the Interallied Military Commission of Budapest it 
appears that the Hungarian Government argue that, as under Article 102 the 
military forces of Hungary need only be reduced to the strength laid down 
by the Treaty 3 months after it comes into force, they could organise their 
army until that date on what basis they like. On the instructions in your 
despatch No. 3017 of September 7th,!° I proposed to the Conference that the 
Hungarian Government should be told that they are not entitled to increase 
their military forces in this interval as such increase would give an unduly 


6 No. 165. 7 See Vol. VIII, No. 36, minute 3. 

8 Not printed. 

9 Of July 17 and Aug. 22 respectively, not printed. The enclosed reports were dated 
June 23 and July 22. 

10 No. 217. 
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large reserve to the Hungarian Government three months after the coming 
into force of the treaty, and to warn them therefore not to infringe the Treaty 
in advance in this manner. It should also be pointed out to them that as 
soon as the Treaty comes into force the Allied Governments are prepared 
under Article 107, to consider increasing the gendarmerie in order to enable 
it to establish law and order in the country. This constitutes a further reason 
why the treaty should be ratified by the Hungarian Government as soon as 
possible. The Conference agreed to a notification being addressed to the 
Hungarian Government in this sense.!! . . .12 


1! See Nos. 269 and 270 below. 
12 The remaining sections referred to discussion on other matters. 


No. 256 


The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received October 20, 10.30 p.m.) 
No. 1225 Telegraphic [C 9157/147/3] 


Urgent PARIS, October 20, 1920, 6.45 p.m. 


Following sent to Belgrade today. 

Your telegram No. 16.! 

Following from Conference of Ambassadors: 

After having taken note of reply made to you by Yugo-Slav Government 
the Conference of Ambassadors request you to cooperate immediately with 
your French and Italian Colleagues with a view to your addressing a further 
joint demand to Minister for Foreign Affairs on the subject of the invasion 
of Klagenfurt plebiscite zone by Yugo-Slav troops. You should in doing so 
read to him the following communication and leave with him a copy. 


“The Conference of Ambassadors consider as unsatisfactory the reply 
which Yugo-Slav Government have returned to communication made to 
them in name of Allied Powers. The Inter-Allied Plebiscite Commission is 
perfectly capable of administrating nationals with means at its disposal 
and of ensuring maintenance of order there, provided the troops which 
have invaded zone “‘A”’ are withdrawn. The Conference therefore formally 
request Yugo-Slav Government to withdraw their troops from Zone with- 
out further discussion within a period of 48 hours, to count from 
presentation of this communication.’ 


Addressed to Belgrade, repeated to Klagenfurt, Vienna and Foreign Office 
No. 1225. 
T i.e. No. 254. 
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No. 257 
Colonel Peck (Klagenfurt) to Earl Curzon (Received October 25) 


No. 19 [C 9525/147/3] 


KLAGENFURT, October 20, 1920 
My Lord, 

In continuation of my despatch No. 18 of October 13th,' I have the 
honour to report that, as your Lordship was informed by my telegram No. 38, 
the result of the plebiscite was announced at a meeting of the Commission 
at 10.30 p.m. on October 13th. At this meeting each of the Commissioners 
placed his signature to a document which read as follows :— 


“We the undersigned hereby declare that in the plebiscite taken in 
Zone I of the Klagenfurt Area on Sunday, October roth, 1920, the follow- 
ing votes were cast :— 


For Austria dec es sae ie wee = 22,025 
For Jugo-Slavia ... ei sis he we. 15,278 
The majority in favour of Austria is therefore... 6,747’ 


It was considered that such a document would be of value in case of a 
protest being lodged against these figures at a future date. Dr. Jovanovitch 
signed as well as the other Commissioners. He made an announcement in 
the following terms at the end of the meeting :— 


‘I take cognizance of the President’s communication regarding the 
result of the vote, and I shall report the same to my Government just as 
I have been in the habit of forwarding my reports regarding the entire 
proceedings of the Plebiscite Commission. As soon as [ shall receive an 
answer I shall bring it to the knowledge of the Commission. I feel obliged 
however to make the following statement. Although the Austrians have 
obtained 22,025 votes in the plebiscite of the roth October 1920, I point 
out that 15,278 Slovenians had given their vote for Jugo-Slavia, and I 
declare that Jugo-Slavia will never forget nor abandon these fellow-country- 
men in Carinthia who have voted for her.’ 


He did not mention however that he had already ordered the troops to 
re-enter the area as well as those members of the old gendarmerie who had 
been expelled because they had not been recruited on the spot.3 From in- 
formation which has since come to hand it would appear that some of the 
troops and gendarmes had already arrived in the zone when he made the 
above statement. He was completely unnerved by the result of the poll, as 
also was the Count de Chambrun.* There is clear evidence that the troops 
and the gendarmes had received orders a fortnight before to be ready to 


' No. 248. 2 Of Oct. 13, not printed. 
3 Cf. No. 249. 
4 French Commissioner on the Klagenfurt Plebiscite Commission. 
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march back into the area at a moment’s notice. One of the officers also 
stated that other troops were on the point of marching in when the news 
arrived of the intention of the Commission to take over the administration of 
the area, and that orders were at once issued to prevent them doing so. 
I have not been able to discover whether the order for the entry of the troops 
was issued by Dr. Jovanovitch entirely on his own responsibility or whether 
it was the previously determined policy of the Laibach Government, with- 
out the consent of the Belgrade Government, or again whether the order 
emanated from the latter Government itself. 

The chief causes which influenced the inhabitants of Zone I to vote for 
inclusion in the Republic of Austria appear to be as follows :— 

1. According to the Treaty of Saint Germain [Article 50], if the plebiscite in 
Zone I decided in favour of Jugo-Slavia there was to be a second plebiscite 
in Zone II, It was certain beyond any shadow of doubt that if a plebiscite 
took place in Zone II it would be decided in favour of Austria by an over- 
whelming majority. The effect of these two plebiscites therefore would be to 
cut the valley of Klagenfurt into two by one of the most unfortunately placed 
lines of demarcation it would be possible to devise. This division of the valley 
would have been against the interests of everybody in it, except perhaps large 
business people who might have argued that they would have had a better 
market for their goods in a young rising nation like Jugo-Slavia than in 
the Austrian Republic whose future was so doubtful. On the other hand the 
small business men and peasants, who make up the greater part of the 
population, could only hope to do their business in Klagenfurt; their interests 
were entirely inside the valley and they could not afford to think of outside 
interests. A united valley, or as they described it a United Carinthia, was 
their chief wish and hope. It is true that the 1910 census gave the population 
of the valley as 50,000 Slovenes and 20,000 Germans—a better description 
of the same would be 80% Carinthian and 20% Slovene—but it should be 
remembered that there is a great difference between the Slovenes on the two 
sides of the Karawanken Range. Those on the north of it, although they still 
retain their names and their language, have been very largely Germanised 
and for the most part speak German as a second language. In fact, just 
before the war the Austrian Government, in order to please the Slovenes 
decided to publish all official documents and proclamations in Slovene, 
1.e., Carniolian Slovene. This was so little understood by them that they 
requested the Austrian Government to publish them again in German. 
Klagenfurt was the centre of their world—their London—and they were not 
prepared to risk a known quantity for an unknown one, separated from them 
by the cold unsympathetic masses of the Karawanken Range across which 
there were only two passes, both of which were practically impassable during 
the winter. 

2. The misgovernment and the harsh bullying methods of General 
Meister who has been largely responsible for the administration for the 
previous sixteen months had done much to undermine the desires of those 
Slovenes who had no strong racial tendencies to come under Jugo-Slavia. 
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The Austrian representative a few days ago speaking on this point said he 
thought the Austrian nation should raise a monument to General Meister in 
the market square of Klagenfurt to commemorate what he had done for the 
interests of Austria by his methods. 

3. The fear of military service appears to have caused many people to 
throw in their lot with Austria who has no military ambition, rather than 
with Jugo-Slavia over whose head war clouds are already gathering. 

4. The absolute secrecy of the vote allowed people to exercise their privi- 
lege without fear of anyone ever finding out which way they voted. The 
Count de Chambrun remarked to me after the figures had been announced 
“We have lost the plebiscite through the secrecy of the vote,’ and this did not 
surprise me as he had at the time proposed several additions and alterations 
in the regulations which if accepted would have defeated the secrecy of the 
vote. 

The result of the plebiscite cannot but be satisfactory to the members of 
the Plebiscite Commission itself, since by its organisation of the area and 
arrangements of the vote, against which no single criticism has been raised 
by either party, it enabled that party to win which by [the] nature of things 
was placed at an incalculable disadvantage, for it must be remembered that 
the S.H.S. Government had had the administration of the area in its hands 
for the previous sixteen months and had made full use of the opportunities 
thuse [svc] presented to it. Both the police and the priests had been carefully 
selected and brought into the area from Jugo-Slavia, as well as the occupants 
of every official post from the highest to the lowest. The Secretary-General 
of the Jugo-Slav Delegation stated two days ago that there were at least 
1,000 of these officials to be moved to Jugo-Slavia. In some of the villages 
they had actually brought in four or five officials to act as postmen. 

It is interesting to note that throughout the whole three months of the 
control of the Commission and in spite of the exaggerated and alarming 
despatches of the Austrian Government to the Council of Ambassadors only 
two people have been killed and they were both Jugo-Slav Gendarmes. 

I am personally of opinion that the people of the Klagenfurt valley have 
chosen their future quite in accordance with their highest interests. 

The new S.H.S. delegate, Dr. Subelj, reported himself yesterday and 
attended a meeting of the Commission today. Although he stated that he had 
no power to deal with the troops who were entirely under the orders of the 
General Commanding the Drau division at Laibach, I expect them to depart 
in the next few dayss and have great hopes that the Commission having 
assumed the administration itself will be able to hand over the area to the 
Austrian Government with an excellent chance of all going smoothly within 
a short space of time.® 


$ In his subsequent despatch No. 20 of Oct. 27 (not printed) Col. Peck reported that the 
S.C.S. troops had evacuated the area on Oct 22. 

6 In his telegram No. 60 of Nov. 12 (not printed) Col. Peck informed Lord Curzon that 
the Commission had decided to hand over the plebiscite area to the Austrian authorities 
on Nov. 18 and to leave Klagenfurt on Nov. 20. 


Bil 


I am sending a copy of this despatch to His Majesty’s Ambassador a 
Paris, His Majesty’s Minister at Vienna, and His Majesty’s Minister at 
Belgrade. 

I have, &c., 
S. CaPEL PEcK 


No. 258 
Letter from Mr. Waterlow to Baron Franckenstein 


[C 8794/7239/3] 


Private FOREIGN OFFICE, October 21, 1920 

My dear Franckenstein, 

I referred to the Board of Trade your letter of the 25th ultimo regarding 
the possibility of His Majesty’s Government granting most favoured nation 
treatment to Austria.! 

I regret to have to inform you that in present circumstances the Board do 
not think it practicable to conclude with your Government any commercial 
arrangement on the lines of the Treaty of Commerce of December 5th, 
1876.2 

In the first place, having regard to the provisions of the Aliens Restriction 
Act, the Non-Ferrous Metal Industry Act and the Trading with the Enemy 
Act, 1918, which restrict the entry into and the exercise of certain businesses 
in the United Kingdom of ex-enemy aliens, it is not possible to accord, as the 
Treaty in question accorded, most favoured nation rights to Austrian nationals. 

In the second place, the provisions as to most favoured nation treatment 
for goods, which may be considered the essential and dominating feature of 
the 1876 Treaty, would have in any case to be very materially modified as, 
even if this country were prepared to give Austria guarantees in the matter, 
provision would have to be made for the exceptional treatment which 
Austria is allowed and even encouraged by the Treaty of St. Germain to 
accord to Czecho-Slovakian and Hungarian goods. 

But, in the third place, apart from these special considerations, which 
would no doubt be capable of being met by careful redrafting, the Board 
cannot conceal from themselves that it may prove necessary to take steps to 
prevent the flooding of the British market by goods from countries where 
export trade is stimulated by a low exchange; and though it is no doubt 
rather in regard to German than Austrian goods that any such invasion is to 
be anticipated, they would be reluctant to agree to any undertaking which 
would tie the hands of His Majesty’s Government should steps to protect the 
British market from attack by ex-enemy countries appear advisable at any 
time. In such an event it might be inconvenient to be compelled to single 
out Germany from other ex-enemy countries for special treatment. 


' Not printed. 
2 The text of this Treaty is printed in B.F.S.P., vol. 67, pp. 31-36. 
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In all the circumstances therefore the Board are not able to advise the 
conclusion of any current arrangement with Austria at present. 
Yours sincerely, 
SYDNEY WATERLOW 


No. 259 


The Earl of Derby (Parts) to Earl Curzon (Received October 26, 10.45 a.m.) 
No. 1239 Telegraphic: by bag [C 9471/141/21] 


PARIS, October 23, 1920 

Following sent to Budapest to-day :— 

My telegram of October 22nd.! 

The Conference of Ambassadors decided this morning to postpone from 
November 1st to November 15th the time limit within which the Hungarian 
Government is to be asked to ratify the treaty. The Hungarian delegation 
here will be informed of this concession. You are authorised therefore in 
making your joint representation to the Hungarian Government to fix 
November 15th as the time limit, but in doing so you should notify the 
Hungarian Government that this date is to be considered as the furthest 
time limit which the Allied Governments can agree to and that if the 
Hungarian ratification has not taken place by then the Hungarian represen- 
tatives at present sitting on various commissions will no longer be admitted 
to sit. 

Similar instructions are being sent to your French, Italian and United 
States colleagues. 

The Italian Ambassador assured the Conference this morning that further 
instructions had been sent to the Italian representative so as to bring them 
into conformity with those of his French and British colleagues.? 


™ Not printed. This telegram had been repeated as No. 1233 to the Foreign Office, 
where it had been received on Oct. 23. 

2 In his telegram No. 540 of Oct. 26 (not printed) Mr. Athelstan-Johnson informed Lord 
Curzon that he and his French and Italian colleagues had made a joint representation that 
morning in the sense directed by the Ambassadors’ Conference. 


No. 260 


Sir G. Clerk (Prague) to Earl Curzon (Received October 29, 3.50 p.m.) 
No. 174 Telegraphic [C 9951/7208/18] 
Secret PRAGUE, October 28, 1920, 5.30 a.m. 


Minister for Foreign Affairs has informed me very confidentially that 
Czecho-Slovak Government are taking certain immediate military precau- 
tions as they have good reason to believe that a combined monarchist . . .! 


1 The text is here uncertain. 
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is planned for some time in next fortnight between Ludendorff (? Bauer) (of 
Kapp Putsch), Bavarian (Herr Kahr),? Horthy, and some Russian reac- 
tionaries. Entourage of Ex-Emperor Charles are aware of what is proposed 
but Minister for Foreign Affairs does not yet know if they are taking active 
part. Fears of Czecho-Slovak Government have been confirmed by news 
that Austrian authorities in the Tyrol have discovered and held up a train- 
load of munitions of war. 
Repeated to Berlin, Budapest No. 20 and Vienna No. 19. 


2 Herr von Kahr, Bavarian Prime Minister. 


No. 261 


The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received November 1, 11.45 a.m.) 
No. 1267 Telegraphic: by bag [Confidential/General/199/3] 


PARIS, October 30, 1920 
The Conference of Ambassadors met this morning under the chairman- 
ship of Monsieur Jules Gambon and considered the following questions: 
....! (2) The Hungarian Government in informing the Conference that 
they were submitting the treaty of peace to the Hungarian Chamber for 
ratification, have requested, in order to strengthen their hands, that they 
may be authorised to inform the Chamber that the Allied Governments have 
urged the Governments of the surrounding states to show moderation in their 
treatment of former Hungarian subjects, and that the necessary measures 
are being taken to give effect to the undertaking given in the Allied Govern- 
ments’ covering letter addressed to the Hungarian Delegation when pre- 
senting them with the Treaty,? as regards the consideration of claims for 
rectification of the frontiers defined by the Treaty. It was decided to give 
the Hungarian Government this assurance... .! 


! The omitted sections referred to discussion on other matters. 
2 This covering letter, dated May 6, 1920, is printed in The Hungarian Peace Negotiations, 
vol. li, pp. 545-7. 


No. 262 


The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received November 1, 12 noon) 
No. 1272 Telegraphic: by bag [Confidential |General] 199/3] 


PARIS, October 30, 1920 

Following sent to Bucharest today, begins :— 
I request that you will in accordance with decision of Conference of 
Ambassadors! co-operate with your French and Italian colleagues in draw- 
ing the attention of the Roumanian Government to the persecutions suffered 


! This decision was taken on Oct. 23. 
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by Hungarians at Cluj and invite them to put a stop to such violations of the 
Minoritics Treaty of which they are signatories. As the Principal Allied 
Powers are likewise signatories that [stc] consider it undesirable that such 
violations should be allowed to pass unnoticed. 

Details of the ill-treatment complained of are given in the despatches from 
His Majesty’s Consul at Cluj Nos. 19, 20, and 24 to the Foreign Office of the 
7th, 18th, August and the 24th [25th] September, copies of which you have 
doubtless received.2 Ends. 

2 These despatches are not printed. H.M. Minister at Bucharest made a verbal protest 


singly on Nov. 16, his French colleague not having yet received instructions and those of 
the Italian Minister being somewhat different. 


No. 263 


Mr. Athelstan-Fohnson (Budapest) to Earl Curzon 
(Received October 31, 2 p.m.) 


No. 544 Telegraphic [C 9999/283/21) 


BUDAPEST, October 30, 1920, 7 p.m. 

Prague telegram No. (? 174).! 

I do not believe that Hungarian Government as a whole would countenance 
any such Monarchist plot but it is quite possible that military authorities 
are cognizant of matter. 

Inter-Allied Military Mission have recently been meeting considerable . 
Opposition to making inspections and only yesterday wrote a sharp note to 
Minister of War; they know of formation of labour battalions chiefly com- 
posed of refugees near Czecho-Slovak frontier, at present working on roads 
etc., but they know of no other movements of troops in that direction. I 
have suggested to General Mombelli that he should ask Minister of War to 
give facilities to these Allied officers at once to investigate certain frontier 
incidents about which Hungarian Government have recently complained. 
This he has agreed to do and reply he may receive from Minister of War 
should give us an immediate indication as to the truth of Czech suspicions. 

All our private reports here tend to show that Slovak troops and country 
in general are more and more revolting against Czech authority and it is 
possible that Minister for Foreign Affairs has raised this scare to distract 
attention from unsettled condition of Slovakia and Ruthenia. 

At the same time, as I have reported in my despatches, monarchist feeling 
here is growing in strength, the (? leaders) of detachments are a law unto them- 
selves and are encouraged by events at Fiume and Vilna} and Government 

' No. 260. 

2 In his telegram No. 547 of Nov. 3 (not printed) Mr. Athelstan-Johnson replied that the 
Minister of War had raised no opposition to the visit of these Allied officers to the frontier 
and that he himself could find no confirmation of Dr. Bene’’s story. 

3 On Sept. 8 Signor D’Annunzio had proclaimed the independence of Fiume under the 


name of the ‘Regency of the Quarnaro’; on Oct. 9 Vilna had been seized by a force under 
the independent Polish commander, Gen. Zeligowski; see Vol. XI, Nos. 564 and 567. 
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may be powerless to prevent them from participating in any joint attack on 
Slovakia which would be hailed with enthusiasm by populace of Budapest. 

I beg to suggest that I be authorized to speak to Governor who is the only 
man in Hungary with sufficient authority to prevent detachments from break- 
ing bounds.* 

Repeated to Prague No. 30. 

* Foreign Office Telegram No. 279 of Nov. 3 authorized Mr. Athelstan-Johnson to speak 
to Admiral Horthy with reference to the alleged plot reported in No. 260, and informed him 
that instructions were being sent to Lord Derby to bring the matter to the attention of 
the Conference of Ambassadors. These instructions were sent in Foreign Office telegram 
No. 1188 of Nov. 3. 


No. 264 
Mr. Lindley (Vienna) to Earl Curzon (Received November g) 


No. 770 [C 10730/414/3] 
Secret VIENNA, November 3, 1920 


My Lord, 

1. On receipt of Sir George Clerk’s telegram No. 174 Secret, of the 28th 
ultimo! repeated to me, I made enquiries from the most reliable sources at 
my disposal regarding the latest developments of the various intrigues which 
are known to be proceeding amongst the Military and extreme Right Parties. 
The Hapsburg aspect of these intrigues was reported in Mr. Bridgeman’s 
' Despatch No. 733, Secret, of the 20th ultimo,? and further confirmation has 
since been received that the ex-Emperor Karl is both opposed to the Bav- 
arian movement} and to any action in favour of his own claims at the present 
moment. There can be no doubt that he has given up all idea of regaining 
the Bohemian Throne and that he is not behind any movement directed 
against the Government of Prague. 

2. Ludendorff was believed here to be supporting Doctor Escherisch* 
[stc] and Herr Kahr, but this is now doubted. He appears some three weeks 
ago to have sent a Captain Stephani, who was accompanied by Colonel 
Bauer (Kapp Putsch) to Budapesth to enlist the support of the Hungarian 
Government for the Bavarian movement. Captain Stephani is believed to 
be still there—lying low—in the German Legation. Colonel Bauer tried to 
see Count Teleki, who refused to see him, and finally left Hungary at the 
invitation of the Hungarian authorities. The Hungarian Government are 
believed to be opposed to any rising in Czecho-Slovakia, and on the 2nd 
instant Dr. Graz, the Hungarian Minister in Vienna, telegraphed to his 
Government warning them that he had heard that certain Slovaks wished 
to provoke a rising and urging them to do everything possible to prevent it. 

™ No. 260. 2 Not printed. 

3 i.e. the monarchist movement in Bavaria, Austria, and Hungary in support of the 
claims of Prince Rupprecht of Bavaria. 

* Commander of the Bavarian Einwohnerwehr or Home Guard, see Vol. X, Nos. 277 and 
278. 
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3. The Hungarian Officers Union, under Captain Groubos, is believed 
to be still in touch with Escherisch. 

4. Ludendorff has also been active in Austria and has been trying to get 
hold of ex-officers and soldiers in Tyrol, Salzburg, and Upper Austria. He 
is believed to have succeeded in securing about 1,200 officers of the Front- 
kampferverein,s who are scattered all over the country, under General 
Kraus. The remainder of this organisation, to about the same number, 
are equally divided between the Hapsburg organisation called ‘Orel’ and 
the Christian Socialist Party. 

5. As regards the provinces, all our information goes to show that the 
“Heimatwehr’ have been organised against Bolshevism and the town popula- 
tion and are unconnected with any Monarchist movement. Still less are they 
interested in events in Slovakia. In Salzburg and Tyrol and Upper Austria 
they are in close touch with the Orgesch on the other side of the frontier,® but 
this co-operation appears to be directed towards the ends mentioned at the 
beginning of this paragraph and nothing is known of a concerted Monarch- 
ist or pro-Bavarian Movement. 

6. As regards the train of munitions, reported in the concluding sentence 
of Sir G. Clerk’s Telegram to have been held up in Tyrol, it appears that 
Mr. Benes must refer to a truck of munitions which were held up at Inns- 
bruck a few days ago by the workmen’s organisations. There have been 
several instances during the past six months of arms being smuggled from 
Bavaria into Tyrol, but there seems no reason to suppose that these arms are 
destined for purposes other than those mentioned in paragraph 5. 

7. To conclude a somewhat discursive despatch it is believed here that 
the Hlinka Party’ are making great progress in Slovakia; and the danger to 
Czech domination over that country would seem to lie rather in the internal 
situation than in any outside movement. As regards Austria, it may be said 
with confidence that beyond a certain number of ex-officers of the Imperial 
Army, who are in close touch with their Hungarian comrades, and a few 
large land-owners, no-one takes the smallest interest in Slovakia. 

Copies of this Despatch have been sent by messenger to His Mayjesty’s 
Representatives at Berlin, Budapesth and Prague. 

I have, &c., 
F. O. LINDLEY 


5 League of ex-Servicemen. 

® For the ‘Orgesch’, i.e. Escherich organization for the maintenance of law and order in 
Germany, see Vol. X, ibid. 

7 The Slovak People’s Party led by Mgr. Hlinka. 
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No. 265 


Mr, Lindley (Vienna) to Earl Curzon (Received November 8) 


No. 772 (C 10658/785/3] 
VIENNA, November 3, 1920 
My Lord, 

Mr. Bridgeman had the honour, in his despatch No. 736 Secret of the 
20th ultimo,! to forward to Your Lordship a number of memoranda drawn 
up by the Austrian Section of the Reparation Commission on the present 
state of Austria.! I have now received from Sir William Goode a copy of his 
covering letter to the Reparation Commission at Paris conveying a summary 
of the proposals of the Vienna Section for the rehabilitation of Austria.? 
I have the honour to forward copies of these documents which I trust will 
receive the most serious consideration of His Majesty’s Government. 

The Austrian Section have now completed the first part of their labours and 
Sir W. Goode leaves for Paris in two days’ time to lay his recommendations 
personally before the Commission. I can testify that the British Delegation 
have spared no effort to master the situation in this country. Amply supplied 
with clerical assistance, and very happily chosen, the delegation have made 
the fullest use of their opportunities, and have, by their unremitting labour 
and conspicuous fairness, won the respect both of the Austrian Government 
and Public and of their somewhat jealous foreign colleagues whom, it may 
be added, they have completely dominated. These facts give a peculiar 
weight to their recommendations. 

There can be no doubt that we are at the parting of the ways as regards 
Austria. Foreign credits are exhausted, a staggering deficit has been estab- 
lished in the Budget, the exchange has risen to over 1,500 Kronen to the 
pound, and starvation and the disruption of society are as certain as anything 
can be without further assistance from the Powers. In short, the situation has 
developed precisely as was foreseen by those acquainted with the natural 
resources of the new Austria and the state of mind of her neighbours. The 
question arises, what is to be done? 

There appear to be three courses open to His Mayjesty’s Government :— 


. To refuse to grant any further assistance. 

2. To join with the other Powers in granting the same sort of doles as have 
been granted in the past. 

3. To back the proposals of the Austrian Section and make a serious 
effort to put Austria on her legs. 


The first solution is attractive at a time when the need of economy is so 
urgent and our resources are stretched to their utmost; but it should not be 
adopted without carefully weighing the consequences. I have given much 
thought to this subject, and it seems to me that these consequences will be 
much further reaching than appears on the surface. In the first place, the 
most orderly and civilized society in Central Europe will be destroyed. It is 

' Not printed. 2 Enclosure below. 
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difficult to forecast exactly what that destruction will involve, but it will 
certainly react, not only on the neighbouring States but far beyond them. 
I do not refer to the bogey of Bolshevism in this country; for it is quite possible 
that Austria will dissolve quietly without it. But the impetus given to all the 
forces of discontent and unrest by the failure of the Governments of the 
victorious Powers to establish tolerable conditions in Central Europe would 
be incalculable. 

In the second place, the disappearance of Austria as a body politic would 
signify the definite failure of the Peace Settlement. New territorial arrange- 
ments would have to be made or tacitly accepted. The painful process of 
reconstruction would be interrupted and national and class passions, now 
beginning to die down, again aroused to their highest pitch. The humani- 
tarian side of the picture is omitted, but it is difficult to consider with equani- 
mity the destruction of the thousands of innocent and orderly families which 
are now engaged in the last struggle for existence. 

The second solution is one against which the Austrian Section warns the 
Allied Governments. There have never been any two opinions that the 
system of doles hitherto followed was but a palliative to the Austrian disease. 
It has enabled the State to continue to live for the last year with difficulty 
but without too great a scandal, but it has left the country exactly where it 
was twelve months ago. If the system is continued, His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment must realise that, as soon as the credits are exhausted, they will almost 
certainly be faced with the same problem as now confronts them. It may 
be that, when the time comes, it will be easier to tackle the problem than it 1s 
now; or it is conceivable that some unforeseen event, such as the discovery 
of gold or diamond deposits on Austrian territory, may have solved the 
problem entirely. But it is fairly certain that a further period of uncertainty 
as regards the future is politically undesirable. It will encourage the Anschluss 
movement and hinder in all Central Europe that process of settling down 
which is the necessary preliminary to a return to normal conditions. At the 
same time, solution number 2 seems to me less objectionable than solution 
number 1. 

There remains solution number 3, which is a real solution of the problem 
which confronts us. I do not propose in this Despatch to criticise or com- 
ment on the details of the proposals themselves. I desire merely to express 
my conviction that the Austrian Section are right in insisting on the necessity 
of a substantial advance spread over a series of years, and coupled with an 
effectual control over expenditure. This latter condition is quite as important 
as the proposed advance; for no Austrian Government can, without foreign 
control and pressure, carry out the painful reforms in the Administration 
without which no equilibrium in the budget is to be expected. I would not 
advise His Majesty’s Government to consider these proposals favourably did 
I not believe that Austria, once set on her legs, is not only capable of existence 
but would exercise a civilising and steadying influence 1n a region which the 
war and its aftermath have thrown back a hundred years. Just as it is 
difficult to exaggerate the disastrous consequence of the dissolution of the 
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Austrian people; so it is hard to over-estimate the beneficial influence of a 
reconstructed and reasonably flourishing Austria both on the cultural life 
of Central Europe and on the prestige of the Governments who had created 
her.3 
I have, &c., 
F. O. LINDLEY. 


3 Mr. Lindley followed up this despatch with a private letter to Lord Curzon, dated 
Nov. 7, in which he said: ‘I hope you will have time to read my Despatch No. 772 and its 
enclosure. ... I have written so much about the state of Austria and its needs that I am afraid 
of wearying all concerned. My excuse is that I am convinced that a breakdown here will be 
a disaster not only for Central Europe but for us... .’ In an interim reply, dated Dec. 3 
(not printed), Mr. Oliphant informed Mr. Lindley that his despatch had been ‘very care- 
fully considered by the Department’ and that it had been read in conjunction with his private 
letter by the Secretary of State. On the same day, Mr. Cadogan noted in a minute that 
Sir W. Goode had discussed the scheme put forward by the Austrian Section of the Reparation 
Commission with the Chancellor of the Exchequer and that the matter was going to be con- 
sidered by the Cabinet. In the meantime a note, dated Nov. 24, of a conversation between 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer, Sir Hugh Levick (British legal representative on the 
Reparation Commission), and Sir William Goode, had recorded that the Chancellor ‘was 
prepared to allot the whole of the remaining £1,100,000 of the £10,000,000 Relief Vote to 
Austria, but there would be a question whether part of it ought to go to Poland’. This note 
was transmitted by the Treasury to the Foreign Office on Nov. 24. 


ENCLosurE IN No. 265 
Note from the British Delegation 


Draft Report by the Austrian Section of the Reparation Commission on the Financial 
and Economic Position of Austria, and Recommendations as to Measures 
wmmediately necessary 


To the Reparation Commission :— 


Since the first Meeting of the Austrian Section held in Vienna on July rst, 
exhaustive enquiries have been carried out as to the financial and economic 
position of Austria. The result of these enquiries may be summarised as 
follows, all the values mentioned being in Kronen :— 


The Austrian National Debt, as estimated by the Finance Minister, is 
approximately 70 Milliards. The Note issues now exceed 23 milliards as com- 
pared with 9:2 milliards when the Treaty was signed in September 1919. 
The State revenues, according to the Budget for the year ending June 30, 
1921, are estimated at over twenty and a half milliards as compared with 
only six and a quarter milliards for the preceding year, the estimated 
revenue from direct taxation being calculated at six times that of 1920. The 
exports for 1919-20 amount to 9,700,000 quintals, but during the same period 
the imports of coal and food alone amounted to 42} million and 9 million 
quintals respectively. The Finance Minister, Dr. Reisch, has confidentially 
communicated to the Section the statement that the deficit for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1921, will amount to 32 milliards or more. This 
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relatively enormous deficit—more than one and a half times the total 
revenue, can, in large measure, be attributed to the depreciation of the 
Krone which has fallen over 100 per cent. during the four months that the 
Section has been in Vienna. This depreciation, in a country mainly depen- 
dent upon imports for its food and coal, has more than doubled the deficit 
since the Finance Minister first drafted his current Budget. This is due to 
the increased cost of food supplies purchased by the Government and other- 
wise not available for the majority of the population; to the increased loss on 
the sale of such supplies to the public, and to the additional cost of the Service 
of the Foreign Debt. The only normal resource at the disposal of the Austrian 
Government to meet this deficit and to procure food supplies, which will be 
exhausted in December, is to issue more Notes. The inevitable result of such 
procedure would be further depreciation of the Krone and an increase of 
the current deficit to 50 milliards, or possibly much more. 

In the opinion of the Section the position of Austria, unless speedily 
remedied, is such as to prohibit the administration of the State by any 
Government and to imperil the continued existence of the country as a 
political entity. It naturally follows that in many respects it is impossible at 
present to enforce the Reparation clauses of the Treaty and that the ultimate 
execution of the Treaty of St. Germain as a whole must be dependent upon 
remedial action of the most urgent and drastic character. Unless this is taken 
the dissolution of all social and economic life in Austria will be automatic and 
inevitable and even if this is not accompanied by violence the consequent 
suffering and distress would compel the intervention of the civilized world. 

The Section therefore, after prolonged examination, unanimously agree 
upon the attached proposals.¢ In their opinion it is impossible for Austria to 
continue to exist without external assistance. If this is forthcoming to an 
extent that would enable a financial programme for Austria to be formulated 
for the next five or six years, and if simultaneously a comprehensive scheme 
of internal reconstruction under effectual control was put into execution, 
there is reason to think that Austria might eventually become self-supporting 
and cease to be a menace to the political and economic stability of Central 
and Eastern Europe. Temporary palliatives or any attempt at half-way 
measures will, in the opinion of the Section, only involve a loss to those 
undertaking them and will fail to assist towards the ultimate solution. The 
re-establishment of Austria must necessarily be slow and relatively costly, but 
if increased production and development of potential resources, such as 
water power, are assiduously pursued, combined with economies in expendi- 
ture and the gradual recovery of the Krone, Austria should regain the power 
to export and the possibility to exist. 

The proposals of the Section may be briefly summarised as follows :— 

(a.) A foreign money loan of 250 million dollars to be issued in instalments 

over 5 years. The loan to be contingent upon control of Austrian 
public finance. 

(b.) The foundation of a privileged Bank of Issue. 

* Not attached to filed copy. 
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(c.) The funding of the Services of the Austrian Foreign Debt and the 
Debt of the City of Vienna. 
(d.) An internal loan guaranteed by the Entente Powers with the proceeds 
of the Austrian Capital Levy as security. 
(e.) The assurance of an additional 200,000 tons of coal and coke monthly. 
(f.) The development of Austria’s water power by foreign capital pri- 
marily for industrial purposes and the provision of subsidies and con- 
cessions therefor. 
A suggested transitory Customs tariff. 
Increased production of potatoes by means of a productive credit, and 
increased production of cereals, milk and sugar, coupled with the 
substitution of minimum for maximum prices and the enforcement 
of food restrictions. 
(1.) A non-partisan Budget Commission to effect State, Provincial and 
Municipal economies and to rearrange the revenues of State Services 
in order to meet the costs involved. 
Reduction of the Army to a force not to exceed 5,000. 
Management of State monopolies and State-owned enterprises by 
private capital. 
(1.) Co-operation of labour towards increased production. 
Two representatives: 
KLOBUKOWSKI 
Wiii1am GoopeE’ 

5 The covering letter and detailed proposals of the Austrian Section were considered at 

the ro3rd meeting of the Reparation Commission on Nov. 13. It was decided that the issue 


raised exceeded the competence of the Commission and that therefore the Report should be 
forwarded to the Allied and Associated Powers for their immediate consideration. 
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No. 266 


Earl Curzon to Sir A. Young (Belgrade) 
No. 246 Telegraphic [C 10291/308/22] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, November 4, 1920, 5 p.m. 


Your No. 342 (of znd November).! 

His Mayjesty’s Government hope most sincerely that the forthcoming 
negotiations? will be conducted by the Yugo-Slav Government with an 
earnest desire to arrive at a friendly agreement with the Italian Government 
and will lead to conclusive results. 

It cannot be the wish of the Yugo-Slav Government or indeed of either 
party to be compelled to fall back upon the provisions of the Treaty of 
London to which Great Britain and France are equally pledged. 

Repeated to Rome No. 491. 

' Not printed. 

2 Negotiations on the Adriatic question between the S.C.S. and Italian Governments 
were due to begin near Rapallo on Nov. 7. 
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No. 267 


Str G. Buchanan (Rome) to Earl Curzon (Received November 13,' 11.50 a.m.) 
No. 478 Telegraphic [C 11123/308/22] 


ROME, November 5, 1920, I p.m. 


I informed Minister for Foreign Affairs today of counsels of moderation 
which Your Lordship had caused to be given at Belgrade? and expressed 
personal hope that His Excellency would on his part do all that was possible 
to reach a friendly agreement with Serb-Croat-Slovene Government. His 
Excellency begged me to thank you for friendly steps which you had taken 
and said he was leaving tomorrow with Minister of War to meet Jugo-Slav 
Delegates at a villa between Rapallo and Santa Margherita on Riviera. 
He was prepared to renounce Italy’s claim to sovereignty over Fiume and to 
leave it an independent (? republic) and to give up Dalmatia with Islands 
appertaining thereto, but as regards Istria Italy must have frontier laid down 
by Treaty of London together with Islands belonging to Istrian system. 
About this there could be no bargaining. I expressed hope that he would not 
present this proposal as Italy’s last word as to do so might provoke a rupture 
of negotiations and a rupture might lead eventually to an armed conflict. 
In that case Italy would have to fight at a great disadvantage and in present 
unsettled state of country anything 1n the shape of a military disaster might 
have untold consequences. Minister for Foreign Affairs replied there would 
be no war unless Jugo-Slavs provoked it as he desired to see really friendly 
relations between them. Italy had no desire to absorb more Slav subjects 
than was absolutely necessary to secure a good military frontier and if at any 
point near that frontier there was a large Slav population he would consent 
to Jugo-Slav enclaves being admitted within it. There was at present moment 
such a strong national movement in Italy that Government who welcomed 
it as a counterpoise to extreme socialism was bound to give it some satisfac- 
tion. As it was he would probably have to disappear after consenting to 
cession of Dalmatia. So far as I am able to judge after being here only a few 
hours? nationalists are getting so out of hand that unless present temper of 
country changes, an arrangement which entails cession of Dalmatia may 
possibly be rejected by Chamber. 

Repeated to Belgrade. 


1 In answer to a Foreign Office enquiry the Post Office stated that this telegram ‘was 
received from Turin on 12 Nov.’. 

2 See No. 266. 

3 Sir G. Buchanan had returned from leave on Nov. 4. 


323 


No. 268 


Mr. Athelstan-Fohnson (Budapest) to Earl Curzon (Received November 16) 
No. 783 [C 11303/283/21] 
BUDAPEST, November 7, 1920 
My Lord, 

With reference to my telegram No. 551 of the 6th instant,' I have the 
honour to report that on receipt of Your Lordship’s telegram No. 279 of the 
grd instant,? which only reached me on the afternoon of the 5th instant, 
I applied immediately for an audience of His Highness The Governor. 

Admiral Horthy received me on Saturday morning the 6th November. I 
told him that I had called to inform him that His Majesty’s Government had 
recently become aware of certain alleged monarchic ‘putsch’ intrigues in 
Central Europe, in connection with which the names of Ludendorff and 
others had been quoted, and in which even his own name had been men- 
tioned. I trusted there was no truth in this latter statement, and that it was 
only one more attempt made by the enemies of Hungary to discredit His 
Highness and this country in the eyes of the Entente Powers and of Europe 
in general. 

The Governor replied that we were all aware, more or less, of these plots; 
they were very undefined and often nebulous, but there could be no question 
that unfortunately there were personalities in Hungary, and I was here 
surprised to hear him mention the name of M. Rakovszky the President of 
the Chamber, who, for their own personal aims were desirous of upsetting 
the present régime in Hungary and to plot for the return of the Ex-Emperor 
Karl or some other Habsburg. As I knew, he had never concealed the fact 
that having sworn an oath of fidelity to the Ex-Emperor, from which oath the 
Emperor Karl had refused to release him, he was in honour bound to regard 
himself as a Legitimist, but he had no hesitation in saying that he regarded 
the return of any Habsburg to the throne of Hungary ‘to-day and for a long 
time to come’ as out of the question and as a disaster to his country. He 
intended to have the Treaty of Peace ratified and to keep law and order in 
the country to the best of his ability, and he requested me to assure Your 
Lordship that he would not be privy to any Habsburg intrigues, which con- 
templated any immediate return of that family to the throne of Hungary 
or the disturbance of the Peace of Europe. 

I took this opportunity of carefully stating the views held by His Majesty’s 
Government with regard to the whole Habsburg question. His Highness 
assured me that he was quite aware of these views, and that for a year at 
least there could be no question of our intentions clashing on this subject, 
and at the end of that period the position could be reviewed afresh.3 

' Not printed. 2 See No. 263, n. 4. 

3 In his despatch No. 808 of Nov. 20 (not printed), Mr. Athelstan-Johnson reported that 
Dr. Kovacs, recently Under-Secretary of State in the Hungarian Ministry of Education and 


a prominent member of the Small Landowners’ Party, had called on him on Nov. 19 to 
express the thanks of 120 members of the National Assembly ‘for the part he had played in 
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I then went on to speak of the intrigues he must know were brewing among 
certain of the officer classes in the Army, and it was even said they were 
spreading amongst the detachments of his own personal bodyguard. His 
Highness with the very greatest emphasis denied the latter statement; he 
was absolutely certain of these men who, with him as their leader, had 
brought about the counter-revolution, and he could trust them body and 
soul. I told him I was glad to hear this, but he should remember that there 
could be no question but that many of the leading Jewish barons and mer- 
chants were now in close touch with the Karlists, because they hoped that 
under another régime there would be less ‘moral’ Jewish terror than there was 
to-day. 

His Highness replied that he had heard this was the case, though he would 
not allow that there was any Jewish terror of any sort or kind. He maintained 
that these efforts were concentrated on and had more effect on the reserve 
officers than on the officers of the Regular Army. He had only yesterday 
informed the Cabinet Council that now that the Treaty was to be ratified 
a drastic reform of Army retrenchment must be inaugurated, and not only 
in the Army but in all the Ministries; they could then pay those officers and 
bureaucrats who remained higher emoluments, and they would thus not be 
laid open to temptations either by interested high-class Jews or of ‘black- 
mailing’ half-criminal Jews. He believed that the request of the Minister of 
War for some kind of conscript army was to be categorically refused, even if 
it had not already been done, but he trusted that the Entente Military 
Missions when they were in a position to study the matter first hand would 
realise the absolute necessity for Hungary of having a small but trustworthy 
force to keep law and order, not only in Budapest, but also on all her frontiers. 
At this point His Highness began to inveigh against the actions of the S.H.S. 
authorities at Pécs. He has never failed to mention this question to me when- 
ever I have met him in the past and it evidently lies near to his heart. I can- 
not think of a better way of pleasing His Highness, and also of helping in the 
re-establishment of the economic and commercial life in Hungary than by 
having this unfortunate situation immediately regularised by the Conference 
of Ambassadors, in the same energetic manner as was done at Klagenfurt,‘ 
within a few weeks of the ratification of the Treaty of Peace. I think it 
would encourage His Highness in feeling Hungary is no longer the ‘béte 
noire’ of Europe, and would most certainly demonstrate to the general public 
in Hungary the immediate advantages obtained by the ratification of the 
Treaty, as well as cutting the ground from the feet of the discontented 
reactionary classes, who are preaching and will continue to preach the non- 
necessity of ratification. With a more moderate Government in Vienna 
there seems no reason why the question of the Western Comitats should not 
be left to mutual arrangement between the Governments of Vienna and 
Budapest. The feeling against yielding any more of their territory is very 


convincing Admiral Horthy and Count Teleki of the inadvisability of the return of a 
Habsburg king...’. 
4 See Nos. 249, 251-2 and 254-7. 


325 


strong amongst all Hungarians, but this antipathy is intensified by the belief 
that this cession of territory was forced on Austria by the Czecho-Slovaks in 
order to make it a bone of contention between Austria and Hungary, and to 
weaken the hated Magyars. But with regard to this question of the Comitats 
I did not venture to speak to His Highness. 

As usual, before taking my leave I brought up the importance of granting 
a very extensive indemnity to those numerous persons who are still in prison 
or awaiting trial on suspicion. His Highness informed me that a good many 
had already now been released, and that he was considering the possibility of 
what I was suggesting at Christmas or on New Year’s Day. I told him I 
hoped he was quite certain as to his figures when he stated that a considerable 
number of persons were being released, and that he would make up his mind 
at an early date to grant a very full indemnity. I assured him that it would 
not only enhance his prestige abroad, but it would endear him to the 
majority of his countrymen. Further, if he did so, and made use of it for 
propaganda purposes, I felt convinced it would not only have an excellent 
moral effect abroad, but what was, perhaps, even more important, a very 
useful economic effect, stabilising not only internal order but commercial 
and financial relations with the Western Powers. For once I have a slight 
hope that I spoke with some effect. 

I have, &c., 
W. ATHELSTAN- JOHNSON 


No. 269 


The Earl of Derby (Parts) to Earl Curzon (Received November 9) 
No. 1307 Telegraphic: by bag [Confidential/General/199/3] 
PARIS, November 8, 1920 


The Conference of Ambassadors met this morning under the presidency of 
M. Jules Cambon and discussed the following questions, the Belgian Am- 
bassador being present for the first question: 

. .' 4. Monsieur Cambon informed the Conference that the French 
Government had instructed their representative at Vienna to make repre- 
sentations to the Austrian Government with regard to the existence of 
Soldiers’ Councils in the Austrian Army. This matter, you will recollect, 
was discussed at the Conference on the 2oth. of October, (see my telegram 
No. 1223, Section 5),2 when it was decided to leave each Government free to 
take what action they thought desirable in the matter. Monsieur Cambon 
now asks that the British and Italian representatives at Vienna might be 
instructed to co-operate with the French representative in making joint 
representations, as soon as the new Government is set up in Austria. I should 
be glad to learn whether His Majesty’s Government agree to this course. 


1 The omitted sections related to other matters. 
2 No. 255. 
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I enclose in my despatch No. 33483 the substance of the telegram which the 
French Government have received on the subject from Vienna. 

5. I submitted, in accordance with your telegram No. 1188,4 the informa- 
tion which has been received regarding military plots against Czecho- 
Slovakia. The Conference agreed that urgent joint representations should 
be made to the Hungarian Government warning them that they will be held 
responsible for any aggressive action by Hungarian troops or subjects. The 
Italian Ambassador took the opportunity of calling attention again to the 
excessive size of the Hungarian army. As reported in my telegram No. 1223, 
Section 8 of October 2oth,? the Allied representatives have already been 
instructed to address a warning to the Hungarian Government on this 
subject. They will now be instructed to combine these two warnings in the 
form of a joint representation to the Hungarian Government.5 

As certain Germans especially in Bavaria would seem to be equally in- 
volved in these intrigues, it was suggested that representations might with 
advantage be also made at Berlin. The Conference decided to submit a 
recommendation in this sense to their respective Governments. . . .! 


3 Of Nov. 9, not printed. * See No. 263, n. 4. 
5 See No. 270 below. 


No. 270 


The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received November 11) 
No. 1316 Telegraphic: by bag [C 10928/283/21] 


PARIS, November 10, 1920 
Following sent to Budapest to-day. 
Begins. 
Your telegram No. 544 to Foreign Office.! 

Conference of Ambassadors have decided to address a warning to the 
Hungarian Government with regard to the possibility of a Hungarian in- 
vasion of Slovakia, and with regard to the excessive size of the Hungarian 
army. 

This warning is to take the form of a joint communication by the Allied 
representatives at Budapest. The text of this communication is being tele- 
graphed to your French colleague. 

I request that you will concert with your French and Italian colleagues 
accordingly. 

Repeated to Foreign Office. No. 1316. 

Ends. 

A copy of the instructions sent to the French representative at Budapest is 

enclosed in my: despatch No. 3373 of to-day’s date.3 


™ No. 263. 2 See No. 269. 
3 Not printed. 
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No. 271 


Sir G. Clerk (Prague) to Earl Curzon (Received November 11, 10 p.m.) 
No. 178 Telegraphic [C 11022/11022/12] 


Secret PRAGUE, November 11, 1920, 2.40 p.m. 


Following instructions have been sent to His Majesty’s Consuls at Prague 
and Bratislava. 

Trebit[s]ch Lincoln (formerly Member of Parliament for Darlington, ex- 
convict, late press censor of Kapp’s provisional Government, a scoundrel 
and traitor) is now in Prague under name of Lamprecht and 1s known to be 
contemplating an attempt to visit London.! You should exercise great care 
to prevent his obtaining a visa and you should refuse to see him if he seeks 
an interview, reporting fact to me as soon as possible. 


™ See No. 222. For Lincoln’s stay in Vienna and Prague, see D. Lampe and L. Szenasi, 
The Self-Made Villain: A Biography of I. T. Trebitsch-Lincoln (London, 1961), pp. 148-58. 


No. 272 


Sir G. Clerk (Prague) to Earl Curzon (Received November 12, 2.30 p.m.) 
No. 179 Telegraphic [C 11074/11022/12] 
Secret PRAGUE, November 11, 1920, 6 p.m. 


My telegram No. 178.! 

Statement of Lincoln reported in Mr. Bridgeman’s telegram to Your 
Lordship No. 371 September 21st? seemed to me to coincide in many respects 
with information given to me by Minister for Foreign Affairs and reported 
by me to Your Lordship in my telegram No. 174 October 28th.3 I pressed 
Minister for Foreign Affairs today for more particulars as to source of his 
information and he practically admitted it came largely from Lincoln but 
was independently confirmed from Berlin and Munich. Minister for Foreign 
Affairs seemed to be fully aware of Lincoln’s past and quite alive to prob- 
ability of his playing double game but considered him useful source of 
information if independently confirmed from other sources. Lincoln is un- 
doubtedly under some sort of Government protection here and it is difficult 
to believe that Minister for Foreign Affairs is unaware of his presence but on 
my asking His Excellency directly if he knew where Lincoln was he replied 
that he thought that he was in Vienna. 

Sent to Foreign Office No. 179, repeated to Vienna (? Paris) and Budapest. 


™ No. 271. 2 No. 222. 3 No. 260. 
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No. 273 


Mr, Athelstan-Fohnson (Budapest) to Earl Curzon 
(Received November 14, 2 p.m.) 


No. 555 Telegraphic [C 11128/141/21] 
BUDAPEST, November 12, 1920, 4.30 p.m. 


My immediately preceding telegram.! 

Police and military made another raid early yesterday morning on Head- 
quarters of Babarczy detachment who have recently taken up their quarters 
in large Villa on outskirts of the town, from which they are accused of inciting 
and supporting loyalist . . .2 deeds of violence. 

This raid developed (? unfortunately) (? ending) (? by) . . .2 (? n which) 
five of detachment were killed and over thirty persons were wounded. 

Yesterday offices of Society of Awakening Hungarians? were taken over by 
police and . . .? arrested during the absence of several other prominent 
leaders of Society. 

Prime Minister in Chamber stated yesterday afternoon that right type of 
assembly was prohibited (? as yet) and for some time after ratification of 
Peace Treaty which must be done by November 15th. 

Government now seemed to have the situation well in hand. 

I believe that Hungarians owe debt of gratitude to Your Lordship for 
instructions contained in Foreign Office telegram No. 2794 which most 
certainly was one of the indirect causes that opened eyes of Governor to the 
growing danger of the situation. 


™ Of Nov. 11, not printed. 2 The text is here uncertain. 
3 See No. 195, n. 15. * See No. 263, n. 4. 
No. 274 


Mr. Athelstan-Fohnson (Budapest) to Earl Curzon 
(Received November 14, 12.15 p.m.) 


No. 556 Telegraphic [C r1129/283/21] 


Very Urgent BUDAPEST, November 12, 1920, 6.30 p.m. 
Following sent today to Paris No. 60. 


Your telegram unnumbered of November roth repeated to London 
No. 1316.! 


Situation here has so completely changed during last 48 hours (see my 
telegram[s] No[s]. 554? and 55[5]3 to Foreign Office) that my colleagues the 
Allied Generals and myself all venture to deprecate carrying out instructions 


1 No. 270. 2 Of Nov. 11, not printed. 3 No. 273. 
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contained in your above-mentioned telegram. If Government can keep 
upper hand and we shall know this during next 48 hours any such démarche 
would only weaken very power we desire to strengthen. 

First report of Inter-Allied Military Mission officers sent to Slovak fron- 
tier is to hand and shows that there is no concentration of troops or any 
military preparations whatever on Eastern part of frontier. Further I am 
in receipt of Sir G. Clerk’s telegram No. 179 to Foreign Office* information 
contained in which I beg to confirm as I know Trebit[s]ch Lincoln has been 
recently in Prague and it must not be forgotten that he was in touch with 
Awakening Hungarians (see my telegram No. 468 to Foreign Office)5 and 
I am now informed that he is only out to make money and sell anybody’s 
secrets. With his previous information of Kapp Putsch and Vienna and 
Bavarian monarchists and his knowledge of plans of detachments he could 
well have scared Below [? Bene3] with information that was half true. There- 
fore unless I.M.M. officers return with any reports of concentration of troops 
on western frontier I think whole story can be dismissed as an invention. 

Allied representatives here therefore suggest that in view of new conditions 
and of fresh information to hand it is unnecessary to approach Hungarian 
Government on this point. 

With regard to a remonstrance as to size of Hungarian army (please see 
my telegram No. 553 to Foreign Office),6 General Mombelli requests me to 
lay stress on the fact that until three principal Allied Powers have ratified 
treaty, Hungarian Government can by terms of treaty nghtly object to any 
commission of military control and I believe Austrian Government did pro- 
test to Great Powers on this very point. 

My French Colleague is averse to making any such representation but 
personally I think that we might well support remonstrance already ad- 
dressed by Allied Generals (see my despatch No. 773 to Foreign Office)? 
to Minister of War but in a friendly spirit. Monsieur Fouchet has not yet 
received any instructions from his Government and will await them before 
furnishing them with his observations but my Italian Colleague is telegraph- 
ing to Paris and Rome in the above sense. 

Recent local events are rather disturbing programme of National Assem- 
bly and though intention is to ratify tomorrow I myself doubt this being 
done before Monday November 15th. I should be grateful having regard 


* No. 272. 

5 Of Aug. 16, not printed. This stated that Lincoln had been in Budapest from about 
the middle of June until early in August when he and his associates were ‘all shipped across’ 
the Austrian frontier. 

® In this telegram of Nov. 10 (not printed) Mr. Athelstan-Johnson reported that, as far as 
the Allied generals at Budapest could ascertain, ‘the number of men at present with National 
Army today does not greatly exceed the 35,000 authorised by the Peace Treaty’. This in- 
formation was given in reply to Foreign Office telegram No. 280 of Nov. 8 stating that 
suggestions had been made in Parliament ‘that there are still some 300,000 men under arms 
in Hungary’ and asking whether Mr. Athelstan-Johnson could supply figures to confirm 
or refute the report. See 134 H.C. Deb. 5 s., cols. 159-60. 

7 Of Nov. 1, not printed. 
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to above considerations to receive further instructions as to what representa- 
tions my Colleagues and I should make.® 
Repeated to Foreign Office No. 556. 


8 In his telegram No. 1343 of Nov. 18 (not printed) Lord Derby reported that the Am- 
bassadors’ Conference had that morning decided to authorize the allied representatives to 
postpone the warning in No. 270 for the time being ‘in order to await the development of 
events’. This decision was communicated to Mr. Athelstan-Johnson in an unnumbered 
Paris telegram of Nov. 18, repeated to the Foreign Office as No. 1345. 


No. 275 


Mr. Athelstan- Johnson (Budapest) to Earl Curzon 
(Received November 14, 10.30 a.m.) 


No. 557 Telegraphic [C 11130/141/21] 
BUDAPEST, November 13, 1920! 


The Hungarian National Assembly ratified unanimously today at 1 p.m. 
the Peace Treaty of the Trianon. Friedrich Party? left before the Division. 


! The time of despatch is not recorded. 

2 i.e. the group, led by M. Friedrich, former Hungarian Prime Minister and Minister of 
War, which had hoped to see the Archduke Joseph ascend the Hungarian throne. Cf. 
No. 56, n. 6. 


No. 276 
Earl Curzon to the Earl of Derby (Paris) 


No. 3703 [C 10376/351/3] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, Vovember 13, 1920 
My Lord, 

The questions raised in Your Excellency’s despatch No. 3157, of the 16th 
ult.,! in regard to the work of the Austrian Military Commission of Control, 
have been submitted to careful consideration. 

2. His Majesty’s Government are strongly of the opinion that it is of the 
utmost importance that every effort should be made to enforce the disarma- 
ment clauses of the Treaty of St. Germain. 

3. From your despatch it appears that there are four principal difficulties 
in the way of such enforcement, and these are enumerated on p. 5 of that 
despatch. As regards the first and third of these specified difficulties, it 
would appear that these might be met by addressing to the Austrian Govern- 
ment a formal demand that they should furnish all information required by 
the Commission, that they should hand over stocks of war material in their 
possession, and that they should take such steps as may be necessary to 
secure the surrender of arms and war material dispersed amongst the 


T No. 253. 
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population in Austria. This demand should, as you suggest, be supported by 
a threat that, in the event of non-compliance, credits will be suspended. 

4. The second difficulty no longer exists technically. The Austrian Govern- 
ment have maintained that they were entitled to dispose of war material 
until a period of three months had elapsed after the coming into force of the 
Treaty. It will be within your recollection that the Allied Governments 
contested this, but did not succeed in inducing the Austrian Government to 
adopt their point of view. The period of three months has, however, now 
elapsed, and this difficulty therefore disappears, unless indeed it were decided 
to call the Austrian Government to account for material already irregularly 
disposed of. His Majesty’s Government do not favour the adoption of the 
latter course. 

5- The fourth difficulty is certainly of a more serious nature. I see no 
objection to your proposal that the Ambassadors’ Conference should be 
invited to lay down that the Armistice conditions are no longer valid and that 
the Commission of Control should confine itself to carrying out the terms of 
the Treaty without taking into account the stipulation of the Armistice. 
This would no doubt offer the best and simplest solution, and I should wel- 
come it, if you could succeed in securing its acceptance by the Conference. 
But I anticipate that any such proposal would meet with strong opposition 
on the part of the Italian Government. In this event the Conference might 
agree to include in the reference to the Versailles Committee, already de- 
cided upon (see your telegram No. 1175, of October 8th, paragraph 7),? an 
instruction so to frame the scheme of distribution as to take account of what 
is due specially to Italy under the Armistice. 

6. There appear, further, to be serious difficulties inherent in the Com- 
mission itself, viz. that the Italian President is lacking in the energy requisite 
for the proper discharge of the duties laid upon him, and that the Italians 
have an overwhelming preponderance of votes on the Commission. In 
regard to this latter point I transmit to you a copy of a despatch from His 
Majesty’s Chargé d’Affaires in Vienna giving particulars of the composition 
of the Commission.3 Though there may be difficulties in the way of making a 
change at this stage in the Presidency of the Commission, it seems neverthe- 
less most desirable to secure equality of voting power as between the Govern- 
ments represented. This is all the more necessary as, from reports received 
from British officers attached to the Commission, Italian obstruction is the 
cause of much delay in carrying out the work. According to an estimate 
made by a British technical officer who was formerly attached to the Com- 
mission of control in Germany, the work in Austria could be completed 
within four months, at the longest, if proper methods were adopted. His 
Majesty’s Government therefore suggest that the Ambassadors’ Conference 
should issue instructions that the work of the Commission must be completed 


2 No. 243. 

3 Vienna despatch No. 719 of Oct. 13 (not printed) enclosed a communication from 
Col. Gosset to the War Office showing that the Italians had four votes and the British, French, 
and Japanese one vote each on the Council of the Commission. 
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by the end of January 1921, at the latest, and that the Commission will be 
dissolved on January 31st, 1921, whether the work is finished or not. 

7. I request that you will take an early opportunity of bringing this matter 
before the Ambassadors’ Conference and that you will use every endeavour 
to induce the Conference to adopt the proposals made above. 

: Iam, &c., 
(for the Secretary of State) 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 


No. 277 
Mr. Lindley (Vienna) to Earl Curzon (Received November 22) 


No. 798 [C 11811/785/3] 


VIENNA, November 14, 1920 
My Lord, 

In my despatch No. 772 of the 3rd instant,! I had the honour to lay before 
Your Lordship the position of Austria and the proposals of the Reparation 
Commission for remedying it, and my Despatch No. 775 of the 5th instant? 
contained an appeal for further funds for carrying on relief work in this 
country. It has occurred to me that these two despatches may have produced 
the impression that the general situation is no better, if indeed it is not worse, 
than it was twelve months ago. Such an impression would, I think, be 
erroneous. 

It is true that the deficit on the Budget far exceeds all expectations and that 
the rise in the exchange has produced such a rise in prices as to make pur- 
chases of the most necessary articles an impossibility for the majority of the 
population. It is also true that, owing to this latter cause, the middle classes, 
who have now realised most of their household goods, are faced with an even 
harder winter than that of last year. But there seems, nevertheless, to be a 
distinct improvement in several important respects. 

The number of unemployed shows a very marked decrease, and there are 
now only 14,000 in Vienna. Too much must not be made of this, since 
thousands of persons are employed who under a more economic régime 
would not be employed at all. Still there is no doubt that a good many have 
been absorbed into industry. The shops in Vienna have larger stocks on 
hand than they had six months ago and trade in the retail business is brisker; 
it is easier to buy foodstuffs in Vienna than it was a year ago. The condition 
of the children shows a marked improvement owing to the effects of the 
continuous meals provided by the Americans and the Vienna Emergency 
Relief Fund. The supplies of coal, though very inadequate, have either been 
better distributed or have been more plentiful than last year, with the result 
that there has not for some time been any curtailment of the restricted train 


t No. 265. 2 Not printed. 
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service and electric light supply. Some measures have been taken to supply 
more firewood which is less impossible to buy than it was. 

But the most important improvement is to be found in the temper of the 
people. All leaders of industry with whom I have spoken since my return, 
some of whom were in despair six months ago, agree that their workmen have 
settled down remarkably and have freed themselves from the Bolshevik virus 
with which they were threatened. The men are described as anxious to work 
and no fear is expressed for the future if only an enhanced supply of coal 
makes more work possible. Finally it should be mentioned that the recent 
elections? have demonstrated the numerical weakness of the Austrian Com- 
munists. As was reported at the time,* Lenin ordered all Communists to take 
part in the Elections, and he can hardly have anticipated that only 20,000 
would come forward and that not a single candidate would be returned. The 
result of this is to be seen in the more confident bearing of the Social Demo- 
cratic Party towards the Muscovite Party whom they have now formally 
expelled and whom they never lose an opportunity of discrediting. 

The position is obviously not yet secure and much will depend upon 
events in Germany and neighbouring countries during the coming winter; 
but it can be confidently said that Austria has shown herself to be an element 
of order and stability in Central Europe with sufficient promise for future 
improvement to make it worth while to attempt to set her on her legs. 

I have, &c., 
F. O. LinDLEY 


3 A general election had been held on Oct. 17. 
* In Lt.-Col. Cuninghame’s report of Sept. 12, transmitted to the Foreign Office in 
Vienna despatch No. 633 of Sept. 17. 


No. 278 
Mr. Lindley (Vienna) to Earl Curzon (Received November 16, 11.15 a.m.) 


No. 405 Telegraphic [(C 11291/351/3] 
VIENNA, November 15, 1920, 8 p.m. 


Lord Derby’s telegram No. 1223 to Your Lordship paragraph 5.! 

It having been suggested to me that Allied representatives should be in- 
structed to call the attention of Austrian Government to the necessity for 
restoring discipline in Austrian Army and of abolishing Soldiers’ Councils, 
I discussed the matter confidentially to-day with Mr. Schober, now President 
of Police and probable future Chancellor.? 

He was most anxious both to reduce numbers of force and to restore 
discipline but did not consider it would help matters for Allied Governments 


t No. 255. 

2 According to Mr. Lindley’s despatch No. 800 of Nov. 17 (not printed) Herr Schober 
had informed him that he had been requested by the Christian Socialists to accept the post 
of Chancellor and to form a Government. 
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to bring pressure at this moment. It was quite sufficient that Monsieur 
Cambon had acted as proposed in last sentence paragraph 5. I presume he 
did act.3 Matter has some importance as it may be useful in future to show 
that Allies took up the matter before Austrian Government was changed. 

It has also been suggested that Allied Governments should immediately 
demand the disarmament of the population. I discussed this also with Mr. 
Schober. He said that disarmament could not be carried out until Austrian 
Government possessed a reliable force. He thought that he could, if given 
a free hand, turn the present Army into a small but reliable force in a few 
months. Then he could disarm both workmen and peasants. 

I think that Allies should proceed with caution until a new Government is 
established and shall take no action for the moment as regards either army 
discipline or disarmament.‘ 

Repeated to Paris No. 57. 


3 See No. 255, n. 5. 

4 In his telegram No. 261 of Nov. 19 (not printed) Lord Curzon approved Mr. Lindley’s 
action in discussing the Soldiers’ Councils with Herr Schober and agreed that for the time 
being no further representations need be made on the subject of army discipline. In his 
telegram No. 1244 of the same date to Lord Derby (not printed), Lord Curzon said that Mr. 
Lindley’s foregoing telegram need not modify the instructions concerning the disarmament 
of the population already sent to him in No. 276 above. 


No. 279 


Earl Curzon to Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) and Sir A. Young (Belgrade) 
No. 503! Telegraphic (C 11245/308/22] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, November 16, 1920, 6 p.m. 


Please convey following message to Italian/Serb-Croat-Slovene Govern- 
ment. 

‘His Majesty’s Government are glad to learn that the delegates of the 
Italian and Serb-Croat-Slovene Governments have, as the result of the 
separate negotiations which they have recently conducted at Rapallo,? arrived 
at an agreement which they declare to be acceptable to both countries. 

While His Majesty’s Government have not yet been put in possession of 
the text of the agreement, they welcome the opportunity of declaring their 
satisfaction at the prospect of cordial relations between two friendly and 
Allied States and their hope that on the basis of a settlement which both 
parties have chosen for themselves the foundations of a lasting and undis- 
turbed peace may be laid.’3 


1 No. 503 to Rome, No. 260 to Belgrade. 

2 See Nos. 266 and 267. 

3 In an unnumbered telegram of Nov. 19 the Prime Minister sent a message of ‘heartiest 
congratulations’ to Signor Giolitti in which he described the agreement as ‘a great achieve- 
ment and one which will contribute greatly to the stability of affairs in Europe’. The text 
of the Treaty of Rapallo is printed in B.F.S.P., vol. 113, pp. 1087-92. 
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No. 280 


Mr. Athelstan-Fohnson (Budapest) to Earl Curzon (Received November 22) 
No. 803 [C 11889/283/21) 


BUDAPEST, November 17, 1920 
My Lord, 

It is with some hesitation that I venture to write an appreciation of my 
conversation with His Royal Highness The Archduke Joseph, reported in 
my telegram No. 560 of the 15th instant,’ and of the present situation in 
Hungary with regard to the monarchic question. 

I have to confess that during the last week my sense of proportion 1s out- 
raged at every step. Nothing can be more typical of Hungary to-day than 
the story of a great Hungarian nobleman, who dressed in a garb of woe 
delivered himself of an impassioned harangue in the Chamber against the 
ratification of the Peace Treaty, sang the National Anthem in the Lobby 
with tears in his eyes during the ratification, and then straightway made his 
way to the Hotel Hungaria to lunch with a charming lady, whose virtue can 
only be said to be in inverse ratio to her beauty. He concluded what pre- 
sumably must have been a somewhat epoch-making day for a Hungarian 
patriot by gambling at the Nemzeti Club up to 3 a.m. in the morning, and 
winning something like a million crowns. 

With such examples before my eyes it is with no little reserve that I accept 
the truth of the Archduke Joseph’s report of his conversation with the 
Governor.? Nevertheless, certain concrete facts stand out; there have been 
murders in the city, fighting in the suburbs, maxim guns and strong patrols 
in the town, and positive evidence of some kind of plot to upset the present 
régime last Sunday, but this does not carry one very far with regard to the 
part, if any, played by the Archduke in the recent events. In my conversa- 
tion with His Royal Highness I could discover no logical sequence of thought 
or of mind, beyond the very obvious view that he considered himself the 
most suitable man to be King of Hungary, and that if he did not hurry up 
someone else would step in and take his place at this game of monarchic 
musical chairs. His Royal Highness made great professions of his love of 
England, of his determination to frame his future conduct on that of His 
Majesty The King, that he would be a liberal monarch, and a constitutional 
ruler, &c., but how this was to be done, except by a kind of swopping of 
Palaces by mutual consent with the Governor, I failed to understand. 

I fear I was somewhat ruthless in my shattering of these castles in the air, 
for sympathetic as the Archduke may be as an individual, I am aware that he 


' Not printed. This interview had taken place in the afternoon of Nov. 14. 

2 Of this conversation in the morning of Nov. 14 Mr. Athelstan-Johnson had reported, 
in his telegram No. 560, as follows: the Archduke Joseph, according to His Royal Highness’s 
account of the meeting, had told the Governor ‘that his position was now so precarious that 
it was dangerous to Hungary and had urged on (? Great Powers) necessity of handing over 
reins of Government to him. Government [Governor] had begged him to wait for six months 
before pushing forward all his claims but he was not inclined to wait so long’. 
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may prove a danger by reason of his being made the puppet of the plotters, 
who I am told throng his back-stairs. 

I confess I cannot see clearly into the immediate future of Hungary, and 
I can but suggest that His Highness The Governor be supported in every 
possible way, pending some kind of solution of the question of the future 
King of Hungary, which may be congenial both to the Hungarians and to 
the Entente Powers. For unless Admiral von Horthy can be induced to 
throw himself into the Liberal camp, and temperamentally I do not think 
him capable of so doing; I believe his rule cannot be reasonably considered 
as other than a short interregnum between the old régime and the future 
unknown one. 

From what I can gather from the most sober-minded Hungarians, whose 
acquaintance I possess, I think that this interference of the Entente Powers, 
with regard to the Habsburg question, is most bitterly resented. With all his 
volatile qualities the Hungarian retains a curious juridical mind, and the 
fact that the Ex-Emperor Karl is de jure King of Hungary, weighs in a fashion 
that must not be forgotten in Great Britain. Whenever I have ventured to 
speak of the Kingship, and it is a question I am prone to avoid, I have found 
that to suggest a Prince from a foreign state only consolidates the varying 
opinions as to which Habsburg shall be King, on to the fact that it must be 
a Habsburg; and it was only yesterday that in the course of conversation I 
threw a fly at Count Csdky with reference to the interview Your Lordship 
accorded to M. Take Jonescu, and in which that Minister stated he had 
been approached by ‘an unofficial but authoritative agent of the Hungarian 
Government’ with regard to the uniting of the crowns of Hungary and 
Roumania. (Your Lordship’s despatch No. 468 of the rst November to Sir 
Herbert Dering.)3 He replied that any such ‘rumour’, (for I was careful 
not to state my authority, nor to indicate that it was a question of reuniting 
the crowns of Hungary and Roumania) that I might have heard was 
absolutely without foundation of fact, for neither he, Count Csaky, nor any 
other member of the Government would “dream’ of authorising any person 
to approach the Roumanian Prime Minister with regard to a question that 
‘purely concerned Hungary’. This statement, of course, does not deny the 
fact of the interview reported to Your Lordship by M. Take Jonescu, it only 
proves that the Hungarian Government cannot prevent many of the irre- 
sponsible Hungarians, who are at present kingfishing in troubled waters, 
from approaching a foreign Minister and exaggerating their own position 
and importance. 

I am reluctantly coming to the conclusion that the Hungarians are deter- 
mined to have a Habsburg King, and that the only other solution is a 
Republic, which no one desires. 

There are three serious candidates to the throne of Hungary not counting 
the Ex-Emperor Karl, who, I think, can be ruled out of court by the consent 


3 Not printed. The proposal was for uniting the crowns under the King of Roumania? 
but, in fact, M. Take Jonescu had made this statement, not in his interview with Lord 
Curzon on Oct. 21, but in a farewell meeting with Mr. A. W. A. Leeper on Oct. 23. 
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of the Hungarians themselves; all the other candidates can I consider be 
dismissed at present as quantités négligeables :-— 

1. The Ex-Emperor Karl’s son, The Archduke Otto, would be accepted 
under a Regency of the Governor Horthy; this would give peace until the 
boy obtained his majority, but the bad Habsburg blood would still remain. 

2. The Archduke Joseph, who would probably make a good constitutional 
King, but would be a puppet in the hands of his Ministers and Court. 

g. The Archduke Albrecht, by far the most intelligent, and the candidate 
that would most certainly appeal to the paradoxical mind of M. Berthelot, 
as being the one possible Habsburg candidate who is not a Habsburg; but 
I know nothing of the Archduke’s character or disposition. 

As I have more than once submitted to Your Lordship, this question of 
the Kingship is one that cannot be indefinitely deferred, and if it is to be 
solved satisfactorily, must be solved with the approval of the Hungarian 
nation as a whole, and if possible, not dictated to them by the Entente. 

I have, &c., 
W. ATHELSTAN-JOHNSON 


No. 281 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Lindley (Vienna) 


No. 730 [C 11347/785/3] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, November 22, 1920 
Sir, 

With reference to your despatch No. 788 of the gth instant,!' the question 
of the admission of Austria to the League of Nations has already been the 
subject of an exchange of views between His Majesty’s Government and the 
French Government. 

2. The latter declared that they would not offer uncompromising opposi- 
tion to the admission of Austria, but stipulated that such admission must not 
be used as a precedent for the admission of Germany (to which, for the 
present, they are opposed). The French Government added that they were 
considering the possibility of submitting to a special Committee the question 
of the admission of Austria to the League. 

3. His Majesty’s Government in reply declared themselves disposed, after 
some hesitation, to admit the claim of Austria to admission to the League. 
The special Committee contemplated by the French Government would 
presumably be a sub-Committee appointed by the Assembly to examine and 
report on how far Austria has carried out or is carrying out her obligations 
under the Treaty of Peace. To such a procedure His Majesty’s Government 
see no objection though, if the proposal for a special Committee involved an 
indefinite postponement of the whole question, His Majesty’s Government 
would not be able to acquiesce. 


' Not printed. 
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4. The British Delegation at the Assembly have been fully instructed as 
to the views of His Majesty’s Government. 
Iam, &c., 
(for the Secretary of State) 
S. P. WATERLOW 


No. 282 


. Karl Curzon to the British Delegation (Geneva) 
Unnumbered Telegraphic [C 11909/785/3] 


Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, November 26, 1920, 11.35 a.m. 


Following for Mr. Balfour :— 

His Majesty’s Minister in Vienna recently reported intention of Austrian 
Government to appoint Count Mensdorff' as their delegate to League of 
Nations. Count Mensdorff asked Mr. Lindley to ascertain whether His 
Majesty’s Government would have any objection. Mr. Lindley recalled 
fact that during war, English Press attacked Count Mensdorff on account of 
letter which appeared over his signature in Viennese Press,? but suggested 
that this had been satisfactorily explained. Mr. Lindley has been informed? 
that he is mistaken in believing matter was ever explained to our satisfaction, 
and that on the contrary His Majesty’s Government considered resumption 
of friendly relations with Count Mensdorff had been precluded by incident 
in question. 

' Count Mensdorff-Pouilly-Dietrichstein, Austro-Hungarian Ambassador in London 
1904-14. 

"The letter, of which an extract was published in The Times of Nov. 16, 1916, appeared in 
the Vienna Neue Freie Presse of Nov. 5, 1916. It denounced the ‘horrible treatment’ of Austrian 
prisoners-of-war in English prison camps. 

3 In Foreign Office telegram No. 263 of Nov. 25, not printed. 


No. 283 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Athelstan- Johnson (Budapest) 


No. 521 [C 11889/283/21] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, November 27, 1920 
Sir, 

I have read with interest your despatch No. 803 of the 17th instant,! in 
which you informed me of the various tendencies in Hungary towards the 
restoration of the monarchy under a Habsburg ruler. 

2. I am inclined to believe that the present situation in Hungary which 
you have described in this despatch is primarily due to the excited and 
nervous state in which the population are living as the result of the long 


1 No. 280. 
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deferment of peace. It appears to me that the chief hope for the future 
prosperity of Hungary lies in the abandonment of such dreams as Hungarian 
political parties seem freely to indulge in of recovering the position that 
Hungary formerly held in Central Europe which was symbolised by the 
Habsburg Dynasty. While much may depend on the attitude of Hungary’s 
neighbours, the Hungarian people themselves, by turning from these im- 
possible aspirations to the reconstruction of their country and the renewal of 
relations with their neighbours, can best work for the renewal of their 
prosperity. For these reasons, and in the general interests of peace in Central 
Europe, it appears essential that His Majesty’s Government and the Allied 
Powers should not relax the ban they have pronounced on the Habsburg 
Dynasty,? for the restoration of this dynasty could not fail to ruin all prospects 
of future cooperation between the Danubian States. 
Iam, &c., 
Curzon OF KEDLESTON 
2 See No. 80, Annex. 


No. 284 


Mr. Lindley (Vienna) to Earl Curzon (Received December 1, 11.45 a.m.) 
No. 425 Telegraphic [C 12686/351/3] 


VIENNA, November 30, 1920, 6.30 p.m. 


Paris telegram No. 1339 paragraph 3.! 

Colonel Gosset discussed question of disarmament yesterday with Mr. 
Schober and new Austrian Minister of War.? After hearing his report and in 
view of fact that Cabinet under Mr. Schober may not materialise, I think time 
has come? for Council of Ambassadors to call the attention of Austrian Govern- 
ment to the fact that disarmament clauses of Treaty have not been carried 
out and to summon that Government to disarm Heimwehr and Arbeiter- 
wehr without delay. 

In practice it will not be possible to disarm individuals until new army is a 
reliable force, but a summons from Ambassadors’ Conference should result 
in depéts of arms belonging to organizations named being handed over at 
once. 

As regards discipline in new army (see Your Lordship’s telegram No. 
261)4 I do not think any further representations are yet necessary. Steps are 
already being taken to purge the force. 

Repeated to Paris No. 60. 


' Of Nov. 17, not printed. 

2 i.e. Dr. Egon Glanz. A new Government had been formed on Nov. 20 under Dr. 
Mayr as Federal Chancellor and Minister for Foreign Affairs. 

3 Cf. No. 278, last para. 

* See No. 278, n. 4. 
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No. 285 


Lord Hardinge (Paris)! to Earl Curzon (Received December 4) 
No. 1366 Telegraphic: by bag [Confidential/General/199/3] 


PARIS, December 2, 1920 

The Conference of Ambassadors met this morning under the chairmanship 
of Monsieur Jules Cambon and considered the following questions: 

. ...2 (12) The Aeronautical Commission of Control in Austria complain 
that the Austrian Government in June 1919 sold to a private company named 
Lufag nearly all her military and aeronautical material. The Aeronautical 
Commission of Control have been able to prevent the dispersal and sale of 
this material but they now ask that power may be given to them to obtain 
full possession of it in accordance with the terms of the treaty. On the 
recommendation therefore of the Air Clauses Committee it was decided to 
require the Austrian Government (a) to pass the necessary legislation to 
enable all aeronautical material whether belonging to the state or to private 
individuals or to companies to be handed over to the Commission of Control; 
(b) to cancel the contract of sale between the Austrian Government and the 
Lufag society; (c) to introduce the necessary legislation to enable proceedings 
to be taken against any person concealing aeronautical material. Further 
it was decided to authorise the Commission to arrange for the value of 
aeronautical material wrongfully disposed of by Austria to be charged against 
Austria by the Reparation Commission. Also the Aeronautical Commission 
of Control is to be informed that in the event of their wishing to sell any 
aeronautical material such sales are to be effected through the intermediary 
of the Reparation Commission. . . .? 

' Lord Hardinge had succeeded Lord Derby as H.M. Ambassador at Paris on Nov. 
27, 1920. 

" The omitted sections reported discussion on other matters. 


No. 286 


Mr. Athelstan-Fohnson (Budapest) to Earl Curzon 
(Received December 5, 6 p.m.) 


No. 585 Telegraphic (C 12948/283/21] 


Urgent BUDAPEST, December 4, 1920, 4 p.m. 

Following sent to-day to Paris No. 69. 

At meeting of High Commissioners held to-day President of the day called 
attention of High Commissioners to an interview granted by Count Teleki 
to a correspondent of ‘Az Ujsdg’, published this morning and reproduced in 
all the local press,! in which His Excellency gives an entirely false impression 
of verbal démarche made on February 2nd last by French General Graziawi 


™ See No. 287 below. 
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[stc], under orders of Conference of Ambassadors, respecting views held 
by Entente powers with regard to return of House of Habsburg to throne of 
Hungary.” He asked his colleagues whether they had received any subsequent 
instructions on this subject. 

I informed Prince Castagneto of instructions I had received in Foreign 
Office despatch No. 3333 and that I had acted on them in interviews with 
Governor, Prime Minister and Minister for Foreign Affairs, and that Count 
Teleki must know that interview as reported in press was a travesty of facts 
and did not represent views of Entente. 

It was decided to inform Conference of Ambassadors of this interview by 
telegraph and request further instructions. With reference to this article I 
beg to refer to last two paragraphs of my despatch No. 822.4 As I am report- 
ing by despatch this week,’ ministerial crisis is turning on . . .6 pragmatic 
sanction and whole question of Kingship is once more being revived in 
acutest form.?7 Count Teleki is a legitimist and is not hesitating to misin- 
terpret facts in his endeavour to defeat Small Landowners’ party. 

I submit that a public official notification in Allied press of views of 
Entente, if made at once, would assist in formation of a new Hungarian 
Ministry, liberal in tone, anti-militarist and anti-Habsburg. 

I am forwarding translation of Article in question by next bag.® 

Repeated to Foreign Office No. 585. 

2 In a letter of Dec. 8 to Lord Hardinge (not printed, copy to Sir Eyre Crowe) Mr. 
Athelstan-Johnson said that on further investigation it had become ‘obvious’ that the date 
(Feb. 2) must have been wrong since the telegram from M. Millerand instructing the 
General to make the démarche was dated Feb. 3. Cf. No. 80 for the decision of the Con- 
ference of Ambassadors. 3 No. 202. 

* Of Dec. 1, not printed. In the last two paragraphs Mr. Athelstan-Johnson pointed out 
that recent events in Greece (see Chap. ITI, Nos. 428-53 passim) had been watched with 
intense interest in Hungary. 

5 Despatch No. 836 of Dec. 8. 6 The text is here uncertain. 

7 The resignation of Count Teleki’s ministry on Dec. 3 was followed by a split in the 
ranks of the Government party on account of a proposal that it should consider the Prag- 
matic Sanction as no longer valid. The Pragmatic Sanction was the law of 1723 establishing 
the hereditary right of the Habsburg family, even in the female line, to the throne of 
Hungary: only if the female line died out entirely could the Hungarian Estates recover 
their ancient right to elect and crown the sovereign. 

8 Transmitted in despatch No. 839 of Dec. 8, not printed. 


No. 287 


Earl Curzon to Mr. Athelstan-Fohnson (Budapest) 
No. 292 Telegraphic (C 12948/283/21] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, December 7, 1920, 10 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 585 (of December 4th).! 
According to press report Count Teleki stated that declarations of Entente 
were ‘only to the effect that the Entente would not with pleasure see a 
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Hapsburg on the Hungarian Throne’. At the same time he is said to have de- 
clared that he had ‘no doubt that the accession to the Throne was regarded 
as an entirely internal affair’. Former statement of course misrepresents 
entirely attitude of Entente as clearly indicated to Hungarian Government. 
Latter statement is apparently based on communication made on receipt of 
my despatch No. 333 (of July goth).2 Third paragraph of that despatch 
disclaimed intention to interfere in choice of sovereign, subject only to condition 
that candidate be not a Hapsburg. Count Teleki appears to have used part 
of this statement for his own purposes, and by suppressing context has made 
it entirely misleading. 

You should at once represent to Count Teleki that reports of his statement 
give entirely erroneous impression, which he will doubtless himself take an 
immediate opportunity of correcting. If he does not do so, His Majesty’s 
Government will themselves have to take steps to secure publication in 
Hungarian press of correct statement of their attitude.3 


2 No. 202. 
3 Lord Curzon repeated his request for a démenti in his telegram No. 288 of Dec. 16 (not 
printed). 


No. 288 
Mr. Lindley (Vienna) to Earl Curzon (Received December 10, 12.45 p.m.) 


No. 431 Telegraphic (C 13515/785/3] 
VIENNA, December 9, 1920, 7 p.m. 

My telegram No. 428 of December 7th.! 

1. Meeting took place this morning between Chancellor and Ministers of 
Finance and Food on the one side and United States, French and Italian 
representatives and myself on the other. 

2. As regards food, it was explained that stocks in hand would last until 
January 15th and that fresh stocks already paid for in (? November) . . .? 
would be coming in about March 1st. In order to bridge over interval 
Austrian Government were negotiating for 60,000 tons of grain from America. 
His Majesty’s Government had generously agreed to provide freight, but 
Austrian Government had not yet succeeded in raising money for purchase. 
Foreign securities at their disposal were insufficient and only offer of advance 
on security of tapestries was one of £1,000,000 from Messrs. Duveen. They 
could not accept this and requested that Allied Governments would make 
necessary advance on security of tapestries. Last resource of Austrian 
Government was to sell crowns abroad which would further accentuate 
recent disastrous rise in exchange. 


' Not printed. In this telegram Mr. Lindley had reported a strike of officials in Vienna 
and an interview with the Austrian State Chancellor, who had invited U.S., French, and 
Italian representatives, and himself to meet him on Dec. g in order to explain the serious 
economic situation. 

2 The text is here uncertain. 
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g. I asked whether home produce would not cover interval of shortage. 
Food Minister declared that 56,000 tons of grain out of 110,000 fixed by law 
had been delivered and that it was coming in well; but that it was impossible 
to collect it quickly in country of small holders like Austria. There is truth 
in this. I then suggested that offer of Messrs. Duveen should be accepted if 
no better were forthcoming. 

4. Minister of Finance explained shortly disastrous state of budget, con- 
tinued issue of paper currency and enormous recent rise in exchange. This 
last factor was most alarming and he feared that time was approaching when 
crown would no longer be accepted by population. Unless help were forth- 
coming, no conscientious Government could go on with the administration. 

5. State Chancellor made similar appeal to that of Minister of Finance 
and stated definitely that Government must resign unless help or promise of 
help was forthcoming. 

6. I replied at some length pointing out danger of such a declaration. 
Provinces were already wobbling, see my despatch No. 839 of December rst, 
paragraph 3,3 and it seemed to me that were this declaration known Austria 
might break up without warning. The consequences of this were impossible 
to foresee; only certainty was that Vienna would be ten times worse off than 
now and that Anschluss would be no nearer. I also pointed out that Govern- 
ment were in parliamentary and other difficulties which had nothing to do 
with credits and that there was an obvious temptation to get out of them by 
throwing the responsibility on the Allies. I did not accuse Government of 
actually doing this, but I warned them that such a device was useless. 

7. In reply to Italian Chargé d’Affaires State Chancellor stated that 
decision to resign had not been communicated to Christian Socialist Party 
or to other parties and would not be so communicated. He appreciated 
force of what I had said but fact was that no Government could carry on 
without at least promise of help to put heart into population and steady 
exchange. 

8. My colleagues and I considered situation this afternoon. We agreed 
that position here had become much less steady during last few weeks. The 
conviction seems suddenly to have seized many people that things cannot 
continue like this and that it does not matter how soon inevitable crash 
comes. Speech of Minister of Finance, see my despatch No. 855,5 had added 
to alarm of which principal factor is perhaps rise in exchange to over 2,000 


3 This despatch (not printed) enclosed a translation of the Austrian Law of Oct. 1, 1920, 
whereby the Republic of Austria was organized as a Federal State. (The text of the Consti- 
tution is printed in B.F.S.P., vol. 113, pp. 883-916.) Para. 3 referred to the formal protest 
by the Tyrolese Diet against ‘the complete ignoring by the State Government’ of their 
demand that ‘the draft Constitution should be submitted to the Provincial Diet for con- 
sideration a reasonable time before its introduction into the National Council’. Such 
ignoring, it declared to be ‘a violation of the rights belonging to the Province’, which 
rights it ‘expressly reserved’. 

¢ In his telegram No. 270 of Dec. 14 (not printed) Lord Curzon approved Mr. Lindley’s 
language. 

5 Of Dec. 7, not printed. Cf. The Times of Dec. 10, pp. 10 and 11. 
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crowns to the pound sterling. Such a rise always exercises a deplorable 
influence on general public. Personally I consider present Government in- 
capable of governing country and their advent to power to be a contributory 
cause of present situation. 

Without wishing to be alarmist, I agree with my colleagues in thinking 
that time has come when anything may happen. I know that it is impossible 
to come to any conclusion as regards proposals reported in my despatch 
No. 772 of November grd® without mature consideration, but feel bound to 
warn Your Lordship that unless a prospect of relief is held out fairly soon, 
patience will probably be dead before it arrives. For the present crisis it 
would be most useful if I could assure Austrian Government that money 
for 60,000 tons of grain, mentioned in paragraph 2, would be forthcoming.’ 
It does not seem necessary to say in what way money will be found, but Sir 
William Goode should be consulted. 

6 No. 265. 

7 In his telegram No. 270 (see n. 4 above) Lord Curzon informed Mr. Lindley that the 
Reparation Commission had permitted the Austrian Government to utilize American and 
neutral securities for the purchase of 42,000 tons of the grain to be obtained from the U.S.A. 
In Vienna telegram No. 438 of Dec. 16 Mr. Lindley reported that the Austrian Government 
did not ‘seem at all confident that finance for this purchase’ had been arranged. The 
Reparation Commission had ‘not so informed Austrian Government because they feared 
that latter might be wasteful if they knew they were sure of fresh (? supplies)’. In view, 
however, of the further fall in the value of the Kroner and rumours that State bankruptcy 
was to be declared immediately, Mr. Lindley had thought it essential to ‘make public at 
once any reassuring news which may be warranted by facts’. He had therefore told the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs that his information from London indicated that ‘financing of 
shipment .. . will be arranged without foreign credits, part of it being paid for by foreign 
securities in possession of Austrian Government’. 


No. 289 


Lord Hardinge (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received December 10) 
No. 1382 Telegraphic: by bag [Confidential/General/199/3] 


PARIS, December 9, 1920 


The Conference of Ambassadors met this morning under the chairman- 
ship of Monsieur Jules Gambon and considered the following questions :— 

(1) Acting on the instructions contained in your despatch No. 3879 of the 
goth ultimo,! I announced that His Majesty’s Government did not propose 
to exercise the right conferred by paragraph 18 of Annex 2 to Part 8 of the 
Treaty of St. Germain to seize the property of Austrian nationals in the 
United Kingdom in certain eventualities.2_ The Conference took note of this 
declaration. .. .3 

(4) In accordance with the instructions contained in your despatch No. 
3203 [3703] of the 13th ultimo,‘ I brought up the question of the Austrian 


1 Not printed. 
2 For a similar decision relating to Germany, see Vol. X, No. 217. 
3 The two following sections related to other matters. 4 No. 276. 
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Military Commission of Control. A copy of the report by General Zuccari 
on the work of the Commission is enclosed in my despatch No. 3656 of 
to-day’s date.s I read a memorandum! drawing attention to the slowness 
with which the work of the Commission was being carried out and proposed 
that the Conference should decide (a) to request the Austrian Government 
to pass legislation for the disarmament of Austria and the collection of arms, 
(6) to demand of the Austrian Government a repeal of all laws conflicting 
with the military articles of the Treaty, (c) to bring the Military Commission 
of Control to an end on January 3!1st. 

The Italian Ambassador deprecated my criticism of the Commission and 
doubted the possibility of carrying out disarmament. He was also strongly 
opposed to fixing a definite date for the termination of their work, and was 
supported by the majority of the Conference. Marshal Foch said that the 
Versailles Committee had already sent instructions to General Zuccari to 
expedite the work and that he was in general agreement with my proposals 
(a) and (6). He proposed, however, that the matter should be adjourned 
till the next meeting when he would make more detailed recommendations 
on these points. This was agreed and it was further decided to address a 
strong recommendation to the Commission that the work should be ter- 
minated within two months from the present date. Do you still wish me to 
insist on a definite date being fixed for the dissolution of the Commission of 
Control when the question comes before the Conference of Ambassadors on 
December 15th?6, . .7 


5 Not printed. 

6 In his telegram No. 1294 of Dec. 14 Lord Curzon replied: ‘It is not desired to insist 
on Jan. 31 . . . completion of work within two months would afford suitable solution’. 

7 The concluding sections related to other matters. 


No. 290 


Mr. Athelstan-Fohnson (Budapest) to Earl Curzon 
(Received December 14, 3.30 p.m.) 


No. 590 Telegraphic [C 13817/283/21] 
BUDAPEST, December 13, 1920, 2.30 p.m. 


I received yesterday instructions contained in Your Lordship’s telegram 
No. 292! and at once applied for an audience of Prime Minister who received 
me last night. 

His Excellency told me that as far as he knew there was no copy in archives 
of Ministry of Foreign Affairs nor of those of Hungarian Peace Delegation 
in despatches of Memorandum of Conference of Ambassadors February 2nd? 
and confessed that he had spoken from memory and that obviously his state- 
ment made to the Press was not in accordance with this Memorandum. 


™ No. 287. 2 Cf. No. 80, Annex. 
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I then taxed His Excellency with my interview with him on this very 
subject recorded in my despatch No. 771, read him out aloud part of fourth 
paragraph and asked him if this was not an accurate statement of our inter- 
view. Prime Minister agreed but got out of this by saying that he thought I 
was speaking only in the name of His Majesty’s Government and not of 
Entente in any way; this was an obvious shuffle but I did not press the point 
as he then immediately requested me to inform Your Lordship that he would 
take 48 hours to consider the best way whereby he could correct the erroneous 
impression he regretted that he had thus caused. He asked me to leave with 
him the copy of memorandum, which I did. 

As reported in my despatch No. 839* Prime Minister confirmed my im- 
pression that he had granted this interview for home consumption and as he 
seemed fairly certain that he would shortly be able to form a new Govern- 
ment it would seem that this manoeuvre has succeeded as far as he is con- 
cerned. 

Repeated to Paris No. 70. 


3 Of Nov. 1, not printed. The relevant part of para. 4 included the following passage: 
‘I told him that His Majesty’s Government had no desire to interfere in any way whatever 
with the choice of the Hungarian people as to who might be King or Head of the Hungarian 
State, subject to the condition that a Hapsburg was not elected to that position, but that, 
speaking personally, and without any authorisation from my Government, I considered 
that Admiral von Horthy might well be maintained in power so long and until the Hun- 
garian nation had made up their minds as to a suitable successor.’ 

4 Cf. No. 286, n. 8. 


No. 291 


Memorandum by Sir William Goode! on the importance to British trade 
and industry of granting credits to Austria 


[C 13963/785/3) 


December 13, 1920 


The extent to which United Kingdom trade and industry will be bene- 
fited by the participation of His Majesty’s Government in the scheme of 
credits to Austria suggested in Cabinet Paper No... .? and, alternatively, 
the effect on British trade if such credits are not forthcoming can only be de- 
termined by the part to be taken by Vienna in the financial and economic 
life of all the Danubian States. 

In 1913 the total exports of the former Austro-Hungarian Empire amounted 
to over £115 millions and the imports to £141 millions. (Both these figures 
are at pre-war rate of exchange). It is safe to estimate that at least 75 per 
cent of this total of £256 millions was financed and arranged through Vienna. 


' In his letter of Dec. 14 to Lord Curzon sending him a copy of this memorandum, Sir 
W. Goode wrote: ‘Philip Kerr is giving a copy to the Prime Minister and I am also sending 
copies to the Chancellor, the Board of Trade, etc.’ 

2 A confidential reference is here omitted. No copy of the document referred to has been 
traced in Foreign Office archives. Cf. No. 265 n. 3, for action taken by H.M.G. 
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This does not include the large proportion of the trade of Roumania, Bul- 
garia, and Serbia which was also financed through Vienna. In addition, the 
invisible trade of Vienna ran into many millions sterling, with far-reaching 
effect upon all the countries of South-Eastern Europe and on Russia. 

It was anticipated that with the dissolution of the Austro-Hungarian 
Empire Vienna would cease to be the financial centre. In practice this is not 
proving true. Vienna remains the only centre in that part of the world with 
a recognized machinery of banking—founded on centuries of experience and 
training. Despite the position of the Austrian Government, the financing of 
trade not only with the Succession States (excepting Hungary), but with 
Bulgaria and other countries, is more and more reverting to Vienna. This 
apparent paradox can, perhaps, be most simply explained by quoting the 
analogy of the world’s Money Market. After the war, every circumstance 
pointed to the Money Market centering in New York. The Americans, with 
all or nearly all the money in their hands, failed to grasp the opportunity 
because they were totally ignorant of the traditions and complex technicali- 
ties of a world Money Market. Just as London held the Money Market so 
Vienna is holding her own. Large British institutions such as the Co-opera- 
tive Wholesale Society, the Bradford Wool Combine, etc., are to-day con- 
templating not merely financing their exports to Danubian States through 
Vienna, but also making that city the entrepét for their goods. The geo- 
graphical position of Vienna and its importance as a centre of Danube River 
and railway traffic naturally attracts enterprise of this character. 

It is beyond dispute that anything affecting Vienna must also affect to a 
serious degree the trade of the whole of South-Eastern Europe. The in- 
consequence of considering Vienna only in connection with the trade of 
German-Austria would be evident to anyone who reads the confidential 
report on the holdings and interests of the Boden Credit Anstalt, recently sent 
to the Foreign Office by the British Minister at Vienna. This Austrian 
financial institution still exercises in the Succession States and adjoining 
countries an important influence upon trade and finance. There are other 
Austrian Banking houses playing an equally important part in the finance of 
South-Eastern Europe. 

It is impossible to estimate the economic consequences involved by the 
dissolution of Vienna. If this financial centre and trade gateway breaks up, 
the restoration of Central and South-Eastern European markets will be 
indefinitely postponed, and the opportunity of obtaining trade formerly in 
German hands will be lost. Without these markets British industries will find 
it still harder to provide employment for British labour. You cannot scrap 
what in 1912 was the channel for some £200 millions of European trade 
without disorganisation that, directly or indirectly, must gravely affect British 
trade. The credits required under the proposal—250 million dollars spread 
over five years—are infinitesimal compared with the possible volume of 
trade at stake. 

While the main issue is the importance of Vienna in relation to all 
Danubian markets the possibilities of trade between the United Kingdom 
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and Austria itself are not to be overlooked. In 1912 British exports to Austria- 
Hungary amounted to over £6,000,000 with another £4,000,000 to adjacent 
countries, largely financed through Vienna. The principal items were 
cotton yarns, woollen yarns and piece goods, and machinery. Austria, as it is 
to-day, still requires for home consumption and re-export some of these com- 
modities, and more particularly other commodities which she obtained in 
pre-war days from Germany to the extent, in 1912, of £51 millions. I am 
inclined to think that the relatively small United Kingdom pre-war trade 
through Vienna can be appreciably increased provided Austria is given a 
five years’ lease of political and financial life. If it is not given, there is not 
the slightest chance of regaining even our pre-war trade with that part of 
the world. 

The immediate result of giving Austria credits should be to provide em- 
ployment in the United Kingdom in order to supply the requirements of the 
following Austrian industries :— 

The Automobile Trade. Brass, Aluminium, Copper, Zinc, wheels, driving 
chains, magnetos, dynamos, leathers, driving belts, driving wheels, lubricat- 
ing oils, paints and varnishes. 

The Hardware Trade. Sheet Iron, iron wire, colours for enamels. 

The Rubber Trade. Fine yarns and canvas for tyres. 

The Textile Trade. Cotton yarns of fine counts, sewing silk and thread, 
noils for hat making, tapestry for furniture, textile machinery, and dyestuffs. 

The Electrical Trade. Accumulators, turbines and all the heavier class of 
machinery which will be required in connection with the development of 
Austrian water power. 

In addition, the renewal of manufacturing in Austria would provide for 
United Kingdom exporters of raw material of British Empire origin a much 
needed market for their present large surplus—a surplus which is likely to 
continue for some years. For example, the £820,000 raw wool credit 
recently approved by the Treasury out of the existing Relief Vote is so 
arranged as practically to compel not only a repayment of the credit but a 
re-purchase of wool to an equivalent or greater amount, to the benefit of the 
United Kingdom merchant and the Colonial grower. Transactions on 
similar lines could be carried out with regard to hides, cotton, copper, 
rubber, feathers and other goods. The control of the management of such 
existing Austrian monopolies as tobacco, salt and timber by United Kingdom 
capital should also provide new markets for United Kingdom machinery and 
accessories. 

The possible extent of direct trade with Austria is, however, only of 
secondary importance compared with the economic disorganisation which 
will result if the financial pivot of trade with South-Eastern Europe ceases 
to revolve. Considered in relation to the volume of trade which can be con- 
trolled and, with an improved currency, increased through Vienna, the 
United Kingdom share of the required credits would appear to be a small 
investment to make for the prevention of the stoppage of trade and the 
unemployment that must inevitably ensue upon the collapse of Vienna. 
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No. 292 


Record of a Conversation between Sir E. Crowe! and the Counsellor of the 
Italian Embassy (London) 


[C 13832/283/27| 
FOREIGN OFFICE, December 13, 1920 


The Counsellor of the Italian Embassy informed me today that his govern- 
ment had received an enquiry from the French government as to their 
attitude towards a possible Habsburg restoration in Hungary.? The French 
government whilst declaring their categorical opposition to a return of the 
Emperor Charles appeared less determined in their objection to the Arch- 
duke Joseph. 

The Italian government for their part were altogether opposed to any 
Habsburg prince mounting the throne of Hungary. They had no objection 
to a monarchy, but would prefer that a King should be chosen among some 
of the great noble families of the country. 

I said the policy to which H.M.G. had consistently adhered, and which, 
we understood, had the sanction of the Supreme Council, was the exclusion 
of the House of Habsburg in all its branches, on the ground that it symbolized 
the ancient Monarchy and that its return to the throne of either Austria or 
Hungary would be calculated to revive all the traditions and ambitions 
of the former Empire, which we hoped had been ended with the treaty of 
St. Germain.3 


E. A. C. 


1 Permanent Under-Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs since Nov. 27, 1920. 

2 In his telegram No. 399 of Dec. 22 (not printed) Sir A. Young reported a similar sound- 
ing of the S.C.S. Government by the French Minister in Belgrade. The reply was that ‘the 
three members of little Entente would be strongly opposed to it’. 

3 Lord Curzon minuted as follows: ‘I believe this to be our policy. At least it is the policy 
which I inherited. But I am not sure if it has ever been specifically laid down either by the 
Supreme Council or by the Ambassadors or by my predecessors when Secs. of State. 

‘It is the basis of the Agreement concluded between Italy and the Yugo-Slavs at Rapallo. 
C. 13/12.’ Lord Curzon appears to have overlooked the Conference of Ambassadors’ Reso- 
lution of Feb. 2 (see No. 80). For the Italo-Yugoslav anti-Habsburg Convention of Nov. 
12, see Count C. Sforza, Diplomatic Europe since the Treaty of Versailles (New Haven, 1928), 
pp. 101-2. 


No. 293 
Lord Hardinge (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received December 17) 
No. 1394 Telegraphic: by bag [Confidential/General/199/3] 


PARIS, December 15, 1920 


The Conference of Ambassadors met this morning under the chairman- 
ship of Monsieur Jules Cambon and considered the following questions :— 
. .! (2) The Conference decided to communicate again to the Hun- 


! The omitted section(s) related to other matters. 
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garian Government through the Allied High Commissioners at Budapest the 
resolution of the Conference of Ambassadors of the 2nd February vetoing the 
election of a Hapsburg to the Hungarian monarchy (see Mr. Athelstan- 
Johnson’s telegram No. 5702 and previous correspondence). 

. . .! (5) Marshal Foch communicated to the Conference a series of 
instructions which the Allied Military Committee of Versailles have decided 
to address to the Military Commission of Control in Austria, with a view 
to their carrying out without further delay the work for which they have been 
appointed, and which has hitherto been delayed largely owing to their 
failure to enforce their wishes on the Austrian Government. Marshal Foch 
urged that the matters dealt with in these instructions were all within the 
competence of the Commission of Control and that there was no need for 
the Conference of Ambassadors to address themselves direct on the subject 
to the Austrian Government, until they had been shown that the latter were 
definitely refusing to carry out the stipulations in the treaty of peace on 
which the demands of the Commission of Control are based. I agreed to this 
course and did not insist upon my original proposal of direct representations 
to the Austrian Government.3 On the other hand the Versailles Committee 
propose that the Conference of Ambassadors should address a direct demand 
to the Austrian Government summoning them to pass certain legislation 
which is necessary in order to re-organise the Austrian Army on the lines 
laid down in the treaty, and in order to proceed to the immediate disarma- 
ment of the unauthorised civil and military forces. I accepted the draft 
resolution submitted to the Conference of Ambassadors as it covers all the 
essential points of my original proposal. Copy of the instructions to the 
Commission of Control and of the draft resolution are enclosed in my des- 
patch No. 3721 of to-day’s date.* Incidentally the Italian Ambassador 
announced that he had received information that the Austrian Government 
had just issued an Edict for the disarmament of the Heimatswehr and the 
Arbeiterwehr. 

There remained the question of the penalties to be enforced in the case of 
non-compliance by the Austrian Government. The general feeling of the 
Conference was opposed to using the threat of the suspension of credits or of 
the withdrawal of the concession whereby war material which can be used 
for commercial purposes is to be left to Austria. In view of the general 
attitude of the Conference I found it difficult to press for definite penalties, 
and agreed that the Austrian Government should be merely informed that 
the Allies would consider the question of penalties to be inflicted in case of 
the former failing to comply with the demands of the Conference, it being 
understood that the Conference would again consider the penalties to be en- 
acted in order to enforce their demands. On the other hand, in accordance 


2 This appears to be an incorrect reference. Budapest telegram No. 570 of Nov. 25 
related to matters dealt with by the Department of Overseas Trade and has not been traced 
in the Foreign Office archives. On another copy of section (2) of this document (C 14034/ 
283/21) a pencilled note suggests that the number should be 585, i.e. No. 286 above. 

3 See No. 253. 4 Not printed. 
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with your telegram No. 12945 I insisted that the Commission of Control 
should be definitely told that they must complete their work within two 
months, so as to enable the Commission to be dissolved at the end of that 
period. This was eventually agreed upon and a further note to this effect is . 
to be addressed to the Commission of Control. 

(6) The Conference decided that, notwithstanding Article 134 of the 
Treaty of St. Germain, the Austrian Government should only be prevented 
from exporting such war material as cannot be used for commercial pur- 
poses. The Conference approved a list of such material which alone is to 
be considered as war material within the terms of Articles 134 and 135. 
The list is subject to revision if occasion requires. Copy of the report of the 
Military Committee of Versailles on this subject is enclosed in my despatch 
No. 3723 of to-day’s date.*. ...! 


5 See No. 289, n. 6. 


No. 294 


Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) to Earl Curzon (Received December 21) 


No. 976 (C 14395/6892/22] 


ROME, December 15, 1920 
My Lord, 

Signor di Martino,' who returned from London with Count Sforza,? 
called on me last week and, after referring with much satisfaction to the 
conversations which he had with Your Lordship and Sir Eyre Crowe, re- 
verted to the question of the anti-British attitude of the Italian Press, which 
had been discussed by us in the conversation reported in my despatch No. 944 
of November goth. 

He had, he said, during the return journey from London, spoken to Count 
Sforza and the latter had agreed that something ought to be done to put a 
stop to these constant attacks on Great Britain. He had further called the 
attention of the Press Bureau at the Ministry of the Interior to the subject and 
he had also spoken to Signor Emanuel, the Rome correspondent of the 
‘Corriere della Sera’. He had reason to hope from what passed in this con- 
versation that we should succeed in enlisting the services of this influential 
Milanese paper on our side. As a great industrial centre Milan was directly 
affected by the coal shortage; and, as this shortage was to a great extent at 
the root of most of the present trouble, it was most important that the present 


1 Ttalian Ambassador at Berlin and Ambassador designate at London. Signor de Martino 
had been in England since Dec. 2. 

2 Count Sforza had been attending the second Conference of London (see Vol. VIII, 
Chap. XIV). 

3 Not printed. Further references to the anti-British attitude of the Italian press will be 
printed in Vol. XIII, Chap. I. 
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coal situation should be fully explained to the Italian public. As he was not 
in a position to do this himself, he would be grateful if I could supply him 
with the necessary data. I said that I would willingly do so and I sent him 
on the following day a copy of the enclosed Memorandum,‘ which the 
Commercial Counsellor of this Embassy had drawn up at my request. 

Signor di Martino lunched at the Embassy to-day before leaving for 
Berlin in the evening, and spoke to me again of what he thought might be 
done to improve Anglo-Italian relations. His idea was to induce a few of the 
more important journals to plead the cause of a close understanding between 
the two countries—not in one single article, that would soon be forgotten, 
but in a succession of articles, letters and paragraphs. They should, in his 
opinion, remind their readers that Great Britain and Italy, who were both 
Mediterranean Powers, had worked together in harmony in the past, and 
that, both on account of the community of their interests and for the sake of 
the world’s peace, it was more than ever necessary that they should continue 
to do so now. We could not, however, expect the Italian Press to make a 
sudden ‘volte face’, and we should, therefore, have to wait till some favourable 
opportunity presented itself. He would himself, when he got to London, 
give them an opening for such a new departure by sending a telegram for 
communication to the Press, on the question of the arrears of coal, which 
would, he had reason to hope, be settled in a manner favourable to Italy. 
He had, since he last saw me, spoken to the Editor of the ‘Idea Nazionale’— 
an ultra Nationalist paper, that has always been hostile to us—and had 
extracted from him the promise of an article of a more friendly character. 
The Director of the Press Bureau at the Ministry for Foreign Affairs, to whom 
he had spoken, had also promised to give us all the assistance in his power. 
If, however, any permanent good was to be done, it was very necessary that 
we should have someone who could keep in constant contact with the Editors 
and correspondents of the more important journals and, in fact, give up his 
whole time to Press work. Count Sforza, whom I saw yesterday, also spoke 
to me in the same sense. 

I entirely share this view; for the important thing which we have to con- 
sider is not so much how we can best correct misstatements in the Press or 
how we can induce Editors to explain away unfriendly articles, as how we 
can prevent the publication of such articles and misstatements. This, as 
Signor di Martino pointed out, can only be done by someone who is in close 
touch with the Representatives of the Italian Press. 

I fear, however, that, unless the staff of our small Press Bureau is rein- 
forced, there is no one whom I can detach for this purpose. Mr. Geoffrey 
Scott, who, when that Bureau was started, so kindly volunteered his services 
on a ridiculously inadequate salary, is doing a most useful work in sum- 
marising in his admirable fortnightly reports the general attitude and views 
of the whold [sic] of the Italian Press. Taking into consideration the amount 
of reading and study involved in the preparation of his very comprehensive 
summaries, and the daily duties which the administration of his office entails, 

4 Not printed. 
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his time is already fully occupied; and, quite apart from this, I doubt very 
much if anyone but a professional journalist, who has close personal relations 
with the leaders of the Italian Press, can undertake such a task with any 
chance of success. If only His Majesty’s Government could provide the neces- 
sary funds, we have at present a unique opportunity of securing in the person 
of Mc. [sic] McClure, late correspondent of the “Times’, a man who is in 
every way fitted for such work.5 

In the course of our conversation this afternoon, Signor di Martino said 
that the basis of the diplomacy of the present day was economical rather than 
political. It would therefore be his aim to promote better commercial 
relations between our two countries by encouraging closer and more frequent 
intercourse and co-operation between British and Italian firms. Italians, he 
remarked, much preferred British to German business men, as the former 
never mixed up politics with business, whereas the latter, while pushing their 
trade interests, had always some political end in the back of their heads. He 
was convinced that an improvement in our commercial relations would 
quickly react on the tone of the Press and on the general public opinion of 
this country. 

I have the honour to enclose a Memorandum‘ in which the Counsellor of 
this Embassy has recorded a conversation, which he had last week with the 
correspondent of the ‘Corriere della Sera’, to whom reference was made at 
the beginning of this despatch. The plain and forcible language in which 
Mr. Kennard explained the coal situation produced, I think, a salutary 
impression; and I found M. Emanuel, whom I saw a few days later, very 
well disposed towards us. 

I have, &c., 
GEORGE W. BucHANAN 


$5 Mr. L. A. McClure took up his duties as Director of the Press Bureau at Rome on 
June 15, 1921. 


No. 295 


Mr. Hohler (Budapest) to Earl Curzon (Recetved December 17, 3 p.m.) 
No. 596 Telegraphic [C 14070/283/27] 
BUDAPEST, December 16, 1920, 12.20 p.m. 


Mr. Athelstan-Johnson’s telegram No. 590.! 

Count Teleki made necessary démenti in Press this morning. Translation 
of this statement? will be sent by next bag. 

Repeated to Paris. 


' No. 290. 
2 Not printed. It was transmitted under cover of Mr. Hohler’s despatch No. 860 of 
Dec. 17. Count Teleki’s new ministry took office on the afternoon of Dec. 16. 
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No. 296 
Mr, Lindley (Vienna) to Earl Curzon (Received December 20) 


No. 883 (C 14274/414/3] 
Confidential _ ‘VIENNA, December 17, 1920 


My Lord, 

I have the honour to report that Mr. Logan! who, with Senator McCor- 
mick,? has paid a flying visit to Vienna, was very disagreeably impressed 
with the attack on the President of the Police reported in my Despatch 
No. 871 of the 15th instant.3 He saw Dr. Otto Bauer, the leader of the Social 
Democrats, and told him plainly that Austria could hope for no financial 
help either from the American Government or from American individuals 
unless these methods were dropped. Dr. Bauer attempted to excuse his 
action by motives of Party policy. 

Mr. Frazier, my American Colleague, mentioned to-day the possibility 
of a Government being formed under Mr. Schober and expressed the opinion 
that the Powers should give such a Government their moral support. I 
explained to him the principle, on which I had hitherto acted, of treating all 
Austrian Governments as on the same footing provided they were not pro- 
Hapsburg and were orderly and resolved to carry out the Treaty. At the 
same time, the recent offensive appeal of the Social Democratic Party regard- 
ing the Two Thirds International (see my Despatch No. 870 of the roth 
instant)* and their action in the matter of the Police make it necessary to 
review the situation afresh. 

As Your Lordship is aware, I have always held that the best kind of 
Government for Austria during the present period is some form of Coalition 
between the two dominant Parties—the Christian Socialists and the Social 
Democrats; and I have been inclined to believe that the logic of events 
would bring about such a coalition. The Social Democratic appeal on the 
subject of the new International seems to have altered the situation; and I 
do not see how it is possible for any other Party now to join with the Social 
Democrats, even if the latter consented to a temporary collaboration. From 
the point of view of the Powers the situation would appear also to have 


1 Presumably Mr. J. A. Logan, assistant unofficial U.S. representative on the Reparation 
Commission and representative of the American Relief Administration in Europe. 

2 Mr. Joseph M. McCormick, Senator for Illinois. 

3 In this despatch (not printed) Mr. Lindley reported the denunciation by the Social 
Democratic Party of an order issued by Mr. Schober, President of the Police, forbid- 
ding members of that force or of the gendarmerie from taking part in public demonstra- 
tions. Mr. Lindley added that the attacks were made from Party motives and were 
directed against the Christian Socialist Minister of the Interior rather than against Mr. 
Schober. 

4 Not printed. In this despatch Mr. Lindley referred to a proposed international Socialist 
conference at Vienna to which parties still adhering to the Second International were not 
to be invited. Mr. Lindley described its object as being ‘to form a kind of Two Thirds 
International which will distil a beverage less fiery than that brewed at Moscow yet more 
inspiring than that imbibed by the adherents of the old organisation’. 
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changed; as it is impossible, with a self-respect, to show the same cordiality 
to a Government formed of persons who openly revile one’s Government and 
Institutions as to a Government which observes the decencies of international 
intercourse. 

The French Legation has, ever since my arrival, taken sides more or less 
openly in Austrian Party Politics. Their attitude has been guided mainly by 
their views on the ‘Anschluss’ question and partly by the supposed interests 
of their foreign bond-holders; they have, therefore, consistently supported 
the Christian Socialist Party and would, no doubt, extend the same support 
to a neutral Cabinet, provided it had no ‘Anschluss’ leanings. The Italians 
have acted in a similar manner in the opposite direction and have supported 
the Social Democrats presumably because the latter are hostile to Hungary 
and prefer the ‘Anschluss’ to any form of Danube Confederation. The 
American and British Legations have observed a strictly neutral attitude, the 
advantages of which are obvious. 

Should the present Government fall before long, as I am inclined to antici- 
pate, it must be succeeded by a ‘neutral’ Government, under Mr. Schober 
or some other man of his type. From what the President of the Republic 
said to me at my recent interview with him (see my Despatch No. 880 of the 
16th instant)5 it is probable that the proposed chief of the new Government 
will, before taking office, apply to the Allied Legations for an assurance of 
moral support, if not of material assistance. As regards the latter point, it is 
clear that I am not in a position to give any assurance, but the question 
remains as to what reply should be given to an application for moral support. 
In view of the latest semi-Bolshevik attitude of the Social Democrats and the 
incapacity of the Christian Socialists to govern, I do not doubt that a ‘Neutral’ 
Cabinet offers the best chance of getting through the winter without a 
collapse. It certainly is the most desirable Government for the Allies to deal 
with in the event of a programme of reconstruction and control being 
adopted. 

In these circumstances, I submit, after careful consideration, that the 
slight risk of identifying this Legation with a particular Government should 
be taken and I propose to inform Mr. Schober, should he be asked to form 
a Government, that I have reported to Your Lordship in the sense that 
a ‘Neutral’ Government offers the best guarantee for tranquillity during the 
coming winter and the most favourable ground for collaboration in recon- 
structing the country, should the Powers desire to take the matter in hand. 

I have, &c., 
F. O. LINDLEY 


5 Not printed. This interview with Dr. Michael Hainisch, who had been elected on 
Dec. g the first President of the Republic of Austria, took place on Dec. 16. 
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No. 297 


Lord Hardinge (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received December 23) 
No. 1407 Telegraphic: by bag [Confidential/General/199/3] 


PARIS, December 22, 1920 


The Conference of Ambassadors met this morning under the chairman- 
ship of M. Jules Gambon and considered the following questions: 

..+.! (10) The Austrian Government having asked permission to increase 
the number of police allowed by the Treaty of St. Germain, the Conference 
decided, on the recommendation of the Interallied Military Committee of 
Versailles, to authorise such an increase on the understanding that a corre- 
sponding reduction should be made in the military forces which the Treaty 
allows Austria to maintain.?. . .! 


1 The omitted sections referred to other matters. 

2 In his despatch No. 3911 (not printed) of Dec. 3 Lord Curzon had informed Lord 
Hardinge that ‘it would be an advantage from every point of view if this proposal were 
adopted’. 


No. 298 
Earl Curzon to Sir R. Graham! (The Hague) 


No. 155 Telegraphic [C 13740/11724/3] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, December 23, 1920, 5.30 p.m. 


His Majesty’s Government have learnt that N.U.M.,? of which all the 
shares are held by the Netherlands Government, contemplates seizure of the 
property of the Austro-Hungarian Bank to secure repayment of credit 
granted to Austria Hungary which falls due almost immediately. 

In order to avert the disastrous effect which such a proceeding would have 
on Austrian credit, and bearing in mind that the Austro-Hungarian Bank is 
undergoing liquidation under Austrian Peace Treaty, I request you to urge 
Netherlands Government to renew the credit for a period to be determined. 

French Minister has similar instructions. Please make immediate repre- 
sentations in concert with him.3 


1 H.M. Minister at The Hague. 

2 i.e. Nederlandsche Uitvoer-Maatschappij (Netherland Export Company). 

3 In his despatch No. 917 of Dec. 26 (not printed) Sir R. Graham reported that he had 
made representations on Dec. 24, but singly, as the French Minister had received similar 
instructions some time ago and had not been told to concert with him. M. de Karnebeek 
had declared himself in entire agreement with the views expressed by Sir R. Graham and 
had promised to look into the matter. 
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No. 299 


Sir A. Young (Belgrade) to Earl Curzon (Received December 30) 
No. 609 [C' 14998/779/3] 


BELGRADE, December 23, 1920 
My Lord, 

With reference to my despatch No. 560 of November 26,! in which I stated 
that I would make a communication to the S.C.S. Government with regard 
to the sequesters on the property of the Donaudampfschiffahrt Gesellschaft 
in the sense of the instructions contained in your despatch No. 560 of 
November 17,' I have the honour to transmit herewith, a copy of a Note 
Verbale which I have received from the Ministry for Foreign Affairs in 
reply to my memorandum.! 

The Ministry merely state that the general question of the Austrian 
sequesters will be soon settled by a direct agreement between Serbian 
Representatives and the Austrian Government. 

My Austrian colleague does not quite know to what agreement this state- 
ment refers, but I presume the S.C.S. Government have in mind the im- 
passe I reported in my above-mentioned despatch. 

I have been visited by Mr. Kreneis, the local Manager of the Donau- 
dampfschiffahrt Gesellschaft. He left with me a Memorial, of which I 
enclose a copy! though it may have reached you from other sources. 

Mr. Kreneis is very anxious to ascertain what are the real intentions of the 
S.C.S. Government towards his Company. He has reason to fear that this 
Government are contemplating having recourse to Article 211 of the Treaty 
of St. Germain, and moving the Reparation Commission to demand the 
procedure indicated by that Article in the case of enterprises of public 
utility. I must confess that a study of that article leaves me somewhat in the 
dark as to how a final disposition of the rights of the Austrian Nationals, if 
this article were applicable and applied to the case, would necessarily meet 
the desires, as I believe them to be, of the S.C.S. Government to keep the 
Danube traffic in Jugoslav territory as far as possible in Jugoslav hands. 


Confidential 


Previously to sending in my memorandum, I had had a long conversation 
with Mr. Vesnic, the President of the Council, the upshot of which, as regards 
this particular question was reported in my above-mentioned despatch. This 
conversation was a long one and began with a discussion on the general 
desirability of interesting British capital in Jugoslav enterprises. I had led him 
on to express his desires in this sense. I then told him privately, as I have 
told other Ministers, that British capitalists and merchants had, as he 
probably knew, been visiting this country, but they all went away so per- 
plexed with the restraints and their constant variations imposed on foreign 
trade, and so disconcerted by the coldness and delays with which their 


™ Not printed. 
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overtures were welcomed, that they were inclined to abandon Jugoslavia 
as a hopeless field for enterprise. 

I then contrasted the cordial reception with which such enterprises were 
met in Austria and in Hungary. I warned him that we were a nation which 
had to live by commerce and that whatever sentiments of loyalty to an ally 
we wished to cherish, the sympathies of our influential trading circles would 
infallibly direct themselves towards the peoples who showed themselves 
most apt to further our trade interests. The Austrians and Hungarians were 
requiring our capital, and investments were being made, many of them on the 
faith of the loyal execution by the different parties of the stipulations of 
the respective Treaties of Peace. One of these stipulatiors was article 267 of 
the Treaty of St. Germain. 

Dr. [sic] Vesnic said he was aware that the French were making such 
investments and that the S.C.S. Government resented very much to have 
pressure put upon them by other Powers on behalfof Austrian and Hungarian 
concerns. He had not known that the English too were acting in this manner. 
He wanted English capital for Jugoslavia. He admitted that the Serbian 
foreign trade policy had been lamentably obstructive and unstable. The 
British public must make allowances for the fact that the new State was 
groping about to find her footing. As soon as the Constituent Assembly had 
done its work he hoped to have a stronger grasp over the different branches 
of the Administrations, but these were restive. ‘People call us Serbs, Orientals’, 
he said, but his experience had been that the Slovenes and Croats were far 
more deserving of that reproach. He had been astonished to find how chau- 
vinistic or Xenophobist the Jugoslavs were in commercial matters, and, he 
was sorry to confess, how Anti-Ally they were. 

The existence of this anti-ally sentiment seems to be generally confirmed. 
Nor is it unnatural in the inevitable reaction which must take place against 
the hegemony of any two or three Powers. The expression is often heard 
‘If only Russia were recovered and could champion our rights’. I have not 
heard of anyone bold enough to say “If Germany were recovered’ politically, 
but in commercial matters I am told that her industrial rehabilitation 1s 
eagerly awaited. 

It appears that the English manufacturers, especially the textiles, became 
very unpopular owing to their alleged insolent pride during the boom when 
clients met with no consideration or accommodation. Now that these same 
manufacturers or their representatives are coming hat in hand to solicit 
orders, they are, so I am told, hearing some plain speaking. 

Europe seems to be at cross purposes. The Western Powers having Austria 
and other parts of Central Europe on their hands, exhort the new States to 
give every facility for trade with their late enemies. The S.C.S. Government 
desire their people to trade with the Western Powers. The S.C.S. people, or at 
least the merchants, want nothing better than to renew the relations to which 
they were accustomed of trade with Central Europe. The Department of 
Overseas Trade wish to divert all orders to Great Britain. 

I asked Mr. Vesnic the other evening what he thought of the financial 
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conditions in Austria and of the efforts being made to knit the trade of the 
Danubian countries. Dr. Vesnic thought the bad prospects for Austria 
were exaggerated. The people knew how to work on the foreigners’ feelings. 
They were frivolous. He alluded, as Serbian Ministers always do, to “Die 
Lustige Witwe’? and other Light Opera. Jugoslavia, he said, would never 
accept anything which tended to the revival of the economic domination of 
Vienna or Buda Pest. I asked him, how then did he propose the situation in 
Austria should be dealt with? He shrugged his shoulders and said that when 
he was in Paris he had warned the Peace Conference that they were leaving 
Austria no other alternative than to unite with Germany. 

The vehemence of Mr. Vesnic’s remarks about the opposition to the 
economic domination of Vienna or Buda Pest brings me back to my original 
subject, the Donau Dampfschiffahrt Gesellschaft. Mr. Kreneis believes, and 
the Austrian Chargé d’ Affaires believes, that the raising of the sequester on 
the Company’s wharves and agencies along the Danube will be postponed 
to the very last moment. The Jugoslav Navigation Syndicate has none of 
these things, and to surrender them will be equivalent to surrendering the 
navigation of Serbian waters to Austrian domination; and not only to an 
Austrian domination which might be resisted, but to a domination backed 
by the powerful British influence. Admiral Sir E. Trowbridge [sic] in his 
report of Nov. 4, 1920! expresses his surprise that the representatives of the 
little Entente, the Czecho-Slovak, the Jugoslav, and the Roumanian, should 
present such a united front when their interests would seem to be divergent. 
In a despatch reporting the formation of the Little Entente I said that the 
Danube would be the test of its solidarity and purpose.3 British and French 
interests have concentrated on Vienna and Budapest. Everything which 
implies facilities for the expansion of those interests will therefore, if I am 
not mistaken, unite the opposition of the emancipated States. 

It should not, I think, be anticipated that this country will easily, or out 
of deference to British or French investors, swerve from a national policy of 
developing its economic future on the lines of independence. Transport 
systems are especially a state interest and involve questions of the defence of 
the country. The idea of a syndicate of financiers of a powerful nation con- 
trolling from the seats of inimically disposed races the means of transport 
through the heart of the country could not fail to cause grave concern to any 
State anxious to make good its slippery hold on new-found opportunities for 
self-expression. 

I have, &c., 
ALBAN YOUNG 

2 ‘The Merry Widow’. 

3 In Belgrade despatch No. 441 of Sept. 11, 1920 (not printed), Sir A. Young had 
written: ‘The necessity which is natural and inevitable of seeking a balance against the 
hegemony of France and England, is, it would seem, making itself more and more felt, 
though I expect that the inability of the small States to rise above their own local jealousies 
will render inefficacious any practical endeavours to make a consistently united stand against 


the pretensions of the Western Powers to regulate their relations with each other or with the 
defeated Powers. The regulation of the Danube will be a test of their solidarity. .. .’ 
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No. 300 


Mr. Hohler (Budapest) to Earl Curzon (Received December 31, 12 noon) 
No. 607 A [C 15117/5/21) 


_ BUDAPEST, December 28, 1920! 

Mr. A[thelstan].-J[ohnson].’s telegram No. 584.? 

Four of Communist leaders including Agoston and Haubrich3 have been 
sentenced to death and four others to imprisonment for life. At instigation 
of Bela Kun 400 Hungarian officers are being held as hostages in Russia. 
Hungarian Government which intend[s] in any case to remit sentences is 
now negotiating by wireless with Moscow for mutual liberation of prisoners. 


! The time of despatch is not recorded. 2 Of Dec. 4, not printed. 
3 For the case of these two men see Nos. 131-3, 172, 175, 216. 


No. 301 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Lindley (Vienna) 


No. 792 [C 14274/414/3] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, December 31, 1920 
Sir, 

I have given careful consideration to the proposal, made in your despatch 
No. 883, of the 17th instant,’ that some form of encouragement should be 
given to Herr Schober to assist him in the formation of a Government. 

2. Though, as you correctly stated to your United States colleague, His 
Majesty’s Government must treat on the same footing all Austrian Govern- 
ments provided they are genuinely determined to carry out the Treaty of 
St. Germain and do not attempt to reinstate on the throne a member of the 
Hapsburg family, nevertheless in the exceptional circumstances I agree that 
all possible support should be given to the particular Government that gives 
most hope of being able to guide Austria through the critical times which lie 
ahead. 

3. From many reports which I have received from you and from other 
sources, it appears that a Government under the leadership of Herr Schober 
would afford the best if not the only prospect of a continuance of ordered 
Government in Austria. 

4. You are therefore authorized, if and when Herr Schober is called upon 
to form a Ministry, to inform him that in the opinion of His Majesty’s 
Government a ‘neutral’ Government, which might be taken as most nearly 
representing the views of all Austrian parties, is the surest means of main- 
taining internal order and restoring Austria’s credit and prosperity. 

Iam, &c., 
(for the Secretary of State) 


S. P. WaTERLOW 
' No. 296. 
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CHAPTER III 


The Balkan States 
January 19—December 31, 1920 


No. 302 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Rattigan' (Bucharest) 


No. 23 Telegraphic [170909/106299/19] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, January 19, 1920, 10 p.m. 
Urgent. Secret 

Your despatch No. 230 (of December 14th.? British Naval Mission to 
Roumania). 

Admiralty concur in desirability of despatch of Naval Mission to Rou- 
mania. 

They are prepared to offer following assistance to Roumanian Government. 

1. Loan of monitor ‘General Craufurd’ and small instructional staff, on 
condition that Roumanian Government pay cost of steaming monitor from 
Malta to such port as is required. Roumanian Govt. to pay instructional 
staff. Loan to be for three years without charge, after which situation will 
be reviewed. 

2. Four Roumanian Naval Officers at a time will be received for training 
in British Naval Schools. 

3. Admiralty offer to sell Monitor ‘Gorgon’ to Roumanian Government 
at price to be agreed. 

4. Offer to sell 6 Admiralty M. Class Destroyers to Roumanian Govt. 

Admiratly [ste] are also ready to establish British Naval Mission if this is 
requested, but they cannot take any action until official application is re- 
ceived from Roumanian Government. 

Please keep question of British Naval assistance before Roumanian Govt. 
and in view of possible adverse influences press them to forward official 
application without delay. 

Admiralty assume all expenses in connection with Naval Mission and 
training of Roumanian Officers in England will be paid by Roumanian 
Government. 

Despatch follows.’ 


' Acting Chargé d’Affaires at H.M. Legation, Bucharest. 
2 Not printed. 
3 No. 26 of Jan. 20, not printed. 
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No. 303 
Mr. Rattigan (Bucharest) to Earl Curzon (Received Fanuary 25, 6.15 p.m.) 
No. 47 Telegraphic [173341/173341/19] 


BUCHAREST, January 24, 1920, 8 p.m. 
Confidential. Urgent 

King of Roumania has sent Colonel Boyle! to inform me that it is proposed 
to send Crown Prince on a mission to Japan via Egypt and India. King 
desires to know (? urgently) whether His Majesty’s Government approve of 
His Royal Highness making a tour in these two countries. It is proposed that 
Crown Prince should decorate General Allenby? and other British officers 
in Egypt and those Indian (? Princes) who rsndered [sic] important services 
to the cause of the Allies. Object is to show Roumania’s gratitude for 
(? services) which contributed to the (? realisation of) her aspirations. If 
proposal is approved Crown Prince would leave early next month for Alex- 
andria in a Roumanian vessel and proceed to India by P. and O. steamer.3 


Very confidential. 


King’s real object I have no doubt is to (? separate) Crown Prince from 
his wife,4 marriage having been pronounced invalid. I consider proposed 
tour might have good effect on future Anglo-Roumanian relations. 

1 See No. 332 below and enclosure. 

2 H.M. High Commissioner for Egypt and the Sudan since Oct. 1919; Commander-in- 
Chief, Egyptian Expeditionary Force, 1917-19. 

3 At the request of the King of Roumania the Crown Prince travelled to Constantinople 
on board a British destroyer. He left Constanza on board H.M.S. Tribune on Feb. 21. 


4 The Crown Prince had in Sept. 1918 contracted a morganatic marriage with Mlle. Zizi 
Lambrino. | 


No. 304 
Earl Curzon to the Earl of Derby" (Parts) 


No. 298 [170202/1321/19] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, January 24, 1920 
My Lord :— 

I transmit to you, herewith, a copy of a memorandum prepared in the 
Foreign Office at the time of the Conference of Prime Ministers and 
Foreign Secretaries in Paris? in regard to the question of the future of 
Bessarabia. 

2. As Your Lordship is aware, I consider it desirable that this question 
should be dealt with by the Conference of Ambassadors at an early date. 


Iam, &c.3 
! H.M. Ambassador at Paris. 
2 For a discussion of the Bessarabian question at the meeting of the Allied Representa- 
tives in Paris on Jan. 20, see Vol. II, No. 78, minute 6. 
3 Signature missing on filed copy. 
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ENCLOsURE IN No. 304 
Memorandum on Bessarabia 


FOREIGN OFFICE, January 14, 1920 


In June 1919, Admiral Koltchak’s* Government declared that the principle 
of ratification of covenants regarding national groups by a Russian Con- 
stituent Assembly must be applied to the question of Bessarabia. 

On September goth, 1919, Mr. Rattigan reported from Bucharest that 
Monsieur Poklewski, representing General Denikin’ there, had on several 
occasions asked him to advise Monsieur Bratiano® to drop his pro-Ukrainian 
policy and extend immediate assistance to General Denikin. Monsieur 
Bratiano had invariably replied that the one deciding factor in his Russian 
policy was the question of Bessarabia. The Ukraine acknowledged the 
Roumanian claim to this province, while Denikin did not; therefore, until 
the latter did so, Roumania would withhold all real support from him and 
assist the Ukraine. On Mr. Rattigan’s asking Monsieur Bratiano what 
would content him he replied: a declaration by General Denikin that he 
would respect the decision of the Peace Conference regarding Bessarabia. 

In consequence of Mr. Rattigan’s good offices, General Denikin autho- 
rised his representative in Roumania about November 5th. to give an assur- 
ance to the Roumanian Government that he wished to establish the friendliest 
relations with Roumania and that, as regards Bessarabia, he agreed that the 
question must be settled by diplomacy and not by the sword. 

During the last few days of November and the early part of December 
Petlura? seems to have been eliminated from the Ukraine. General Denikin 
has since been defeated everywhere and may lose Odessa. Before he does so 
the moment seems appropriate for reaching a decision at Paris in regard to 
Bessarabia. The Peace Conference noted on November 11th. that this 
question had still to be discussed.* The message from Sir H. Mackinder® con- 
tained in a telegram from Admiral de Robeck of December 31st.!° shows that 
the Bessarabian frontier trouble may arise in an acute form owing to the 
insecurity of tenure of the Vaida Government!! in Roumania and General 
Denikin’s incapacity to hold the situation in South Russia. 

It is suggested therefore that in addition to the encouragement of effective 


4 Head of the White Russian Administration in Siberia from Nov. 18, 1918, until his 
resignation on Jan. 4, 1920. 

5 Commander-in-Chief of the White Russian forces in South Russia. 

6 Roumanian Prime Minister, Minister for Foreign Affairs and Delegate to the Peace 
Conference until his resignation in Sept. 1919. 

7 Head of the ‘Directory’ of the Ukrainian Democratic Republic, and Commander-in- 
Chief of the Ukrainian Army. 

® See Vol. II, No. 19, minute 8. 

° H.M. High Commissioner in South Russia. 

10 Constantinople telegram No. 2198. Admiral Sir J. de Robeck was H.M. High Com- 
missioner in Constantinople. 

11 M. A. Vaida Voevod had taken office as Roumanian Prime Minister at the end of 
Nov. 1919. 
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co-operation between Poland, Roumania and South Russia, suggested by 
Sir H. Mackinder, by direct communication between Sir H. Rumbold, 
Mr. Rattigan and himself,!? a definite decision should be reached by the 
Conference of Prime Ministers and Foreign Secretaries in Paris as to the 
boundaries of and sovereignty over Bessarabia. It is important to strengthen 
the Vaida Government and at the same time to remove the principal obstacle 
to the co-operation of Roumania in the regeneration of Russia. 


12 This suggestion had been made in the message transmitted by Admiral de Robeck, 
see n. 10 above. Sir H. Rumbold was H.M. Minister at Warsaw. 


No. 305 
Mr. Rattigan (Bucharest) to Earl Curzon (Received February 1, 8.15 p.m.) 


No. 51 Telegraphic [175548/106299/19] 


BUCHAREST, January 28, 1920, 8.30 p.m. 
Very confidential 


Your telegram No. 23! and my telegram No. 44.? 

British Naval offer to Roumania. 

King and Admiralty are extremely anxious for immediate and satisfactory 
settlement. 

I learn, however, that French Naval Attaché obtained details of our offer 
and communicated to Roumanian Government secret memo. criticising 
adversely our proposals point by point. Great pressure was apparently 
brought to bear by French Naval and Military authorities here upon Mr. 
Vaida, and latter has left instructions that no actual decision in the matter 
must be taken pending his absence in Paris.3 Roumanian Naval Attaché in 
London has furnished Roumanian Government with memo. replying to 
French statements and proving great value of British offer. 


™ No. 3o2. 2 Of Jan. 23, not printed. 

3 M. Vaida Voevod was in Paris for the Allied discussions on Bessarabia, see No. 304, 
n. 2. He visited England on Jan. 28. 

¢ In an undated minute Lord Hardinge commented as follows: ‘I spoke to M. Vaida 
about this yesterday. He adopted the attitude that we and the French had made the same 
proposal simultaneously and that as the Roumanian Govt. found themselves in a position 
of embarrassment as to which offer to accept, he hope[d] that we and the French Govt. 
would settle the question between us. 

‘I pointed out that as they are buying our ships they would be wise to take our instructors 
and that while the French are a military Power we are a naval Power. He did not change 
his attitude. H.’ 
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No. 306 
Mr. Rattigan (Bucharest) to Earl Curzon (Received February 3) 
No. 55 Telegraphic [175677/106299/19] 


BUCHAREST, January 28, 1920 
Very confidential 


My telegram No. 51.! 

British Naval offer to Roumania. 

King told me today that although Government’s Official reply might be 
delayed, offer could be regarded as accepted, as he had told the Cabinet that 
on this question he would brook no opposition. British offer was a most 
generous one and must be accepted intact and with proper gratitude. 

King added that French Naval and Military Authorities both here and in 
Paris had been very excited about this question. He had now explained 
matter fully to French Minister who had admitted it was a most generous 
offer on our part and could not possibly be refused. 


™ No. 305. 


No. 307 
Earl Curzon to Sir A. Young' (Belgrade) 


No. 26 Telegraphic [173734/4843/19] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, January 29, 19207 
Confidential 


Your telegram No. 408 (of December 30th :3 Serb loan on London market.) 

Treasury state that present circumstances do not in their opinion justify 
use of London market for Serbian Government loan to promote erection of 
public buildings in Serbia: nor could His Majesty’s Government in any way 
intervene to facilitate even a loan, total proceeds of which were to be de- 
voted to payments in this country. 

Treasury add that they see no likelihood of fifty million pounds being sub- 
scribed in London market for Serbian issue. 


1 H.M. Minister at Belgrade. 
2 The time of despatch of this telegram is not recorded. 
3 Not printed. 
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No. 308 


Mr. Rattigan (Bucharest) to Earl Curzon (Received February 5, 2.25 p.m.) 


No. 69 Telegraphic [176891 /106299/19] 
BUCHAREST, February 4, 1920, 9 p.m. 
Urgent. Secret 

Your telegram No. 42.! 

Following is exact position. 

1. The Roumanian Government distinctly understood Monitor ‘General 
Craufurd’ was a gift. If it is merely desired to get round Budget difficulties 
by describing what is really a gift as a loan, Roumanian Government beg 
that it may be lent for 10 years instead of 3. I have requested the Roumanian 
Government not to insist on this, pointing out that promise to revise situation 
means that loan will be renewed. I have not yet received their answer. 

2. Roumanian Government gladly accept invitation to send four officers 
to British naval schools. 

3. Roumanian Government wish to know price of Monitor ‘Gorgon’ com- 
plete with guns and armament ready for action. 

4. Roumanian Government wish to know price of Class M destroyer ready 
for action as (? offered) by British Government. They understood however 
from Naval Attaché that 8 of these destroyers were offered. 

Roumanian Government (? accept) British Naval Mission and all expenses 
thereof. 

Items 3 to 6 inclusive in my telegram No. 29? are supplementary to re- 
quirements of Roumanian Government programme to be (? completed) in 
period of five years. 

Roumanian Government particularly desire reply to item No. 7 in above 
mentioned telegram? as well as information about headings 3 and 4 of this 
telegram before they can give (? official) reply to offer. 

Roumanian Admiralty state that French are very annoyed at negotiations 
and have offered to supply all Roumanian requirements not furnished by us. 
Roumanian Government have replied they have every intention to accept 
British offer and for sake of homogeniety [sic] desire to have their requirements 
met from one source.‘ 

1 Of Jan. 31, not printed. 

2 Of Jan. 18, not printed. This listed information required by the Roumanian Govern- 
ment. 

3 This item was an enquiry whether H.M.G. would agree to payment being spread over 
a period of several years. 


4 Lord Hardinge commented that it was ‘most important to give the scheme all possible 
support, as the Roumanian Prime Minister is weak on this question as he made clear to me’. 
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No. 309 


Sir H. Dering! (Sofia) to Earl Curzon (Received February 16, 8.45 p.m.) 
No. 13 Telegraphic [179100/1300/19] 


SOFIA, February 14, 1920, 9 p.m. 
Urgent 

Bulgarian Minister for Foreign Affairs and Prime Minister visited me by 
appointment today. They are gravely concerned at assertion in recent 
speech? at Athens by Greek Prime Minister who assured hearers that an 
international Thrace would soon become Greek territory. Believing that 
important conference now being held in London} may deal with Thrace 
question, they beg urgently that Allied Great Powers will not hand over 
portion in their occupation to Greece but retain it in own hands. With Greek 
occupation Prime Minister said that all hope of Bulgarian commercial outlet 
would vanish and Bulgarian inhabitants would either be driven out or leave 
of their own accord. His Excellency stated that these had no intention like 
the Turks of offering armed resistance, but he begged in interests of justice 
and future peace that Great Powers would not be cajoled by Greek argu- 
ments. 

Both Ministers spoke very strongly and repeated their desire to prove by 
submission to peace terms Bulgaria’s regret for previous Cabinet’s mistake 
which was deplored by whole country. 

Second point which they requested me to telegraph was in connection 
with voluntary enlistment. Prime Minister has appointed Commission to 
elaborate scheme for voluntary service for twelve years which is ready and 
has been submitted to Cabinet. 

But he wishes to make strong appeal to Great Powers to release Bulgaria 
from this form of enlistment which can never succeed. 

Population is mainly agricultural and no young man of that class whose 
ambition is to become proprietors would volunteer to leave his land for so 
long a period. 

Prime Minister assured me that he would be forced to resign if this could 
not be modified, for his party could never enforce such voluntary enlistment. 

All volunteers would be from worst element of town who would enlist for 
the purpose of suborning all ranks and spreading Bolshevik propaganda, 
while agricultural population could not be induced to volunteer. Situation 
would speedily tend to anarchy without proper means of keeping order. 
Minister for Foreign Affairs added that it would be preferable even for 
Powers to reduce present statutory (? number) of troops than to insist on 
measures which Bulgarian Government were genuinely unable to enforce or 
introduce with object aimed at by (? Paris) Conference vz., (? creation of) 
force solely occupied in (? keep-)ing order. 

1 H.M. High Commissioner at Sofia. 

2 Of Dec. 2, 1919 (see The Times, Dec. 4, 1919, p. 16). 

3 i.e. the First Conference of London, Feb. 12-April 10; see Vol. VII, and for its dis- 
cussion of the Thracian question, No. 8, minute 2. 
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Both Ministers expressed earnest hope that Allied Powers will take (? these) 
two petitions into earnest consideration. They have no one to plead their 
cause in London and explain their most difficult situation to Great Powers, 
so entreated me to telegraph to His Majesty’s Government without loss of 
time (? and) (? taking) (in)to consideration Greek propaganda, which, as I 
have reported in previous despatch, has undoubtedly been proceeding in 
Inter-Allied Thrace, notwithstanding foreign occupation, it appears to me 
natural that Bulgarian Government should be disturbed at confident public 
assertion of Greek Prime Minister. Bulgarian premier is only prominent 
politician here who is able at this moment to deal with Bolshevik danger 
rendered more acute by (? disaffected) Russian (? troops) from France, whose 
presence (? is) most unwelcome to him. His resignation would be a calamity 
and I could not say which party would be fit to assume responsibility of 
keeping order. 

Communists who are numerous would probably create disturbances 
which will seriously affect rapidly progressing (? pacification) of country 
and return to normal commercial and agricultural conditions. 


No. 310 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Rattigan (Bucharest) 


No. 68 Telegraphic [178499/106299/19] 
Confidential. Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, February 16, 1920, 3.50 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 69 (of 4th February.' Naval assistance to Roumania). 

Admiralty state: 

(I) Request for loan of ‘General Crauford’ [sic] is being considered. 

(II) Officers can be received for training subject to conditions in my 
telegram No. 61 of 12th February.? 

(III) Subject to their being available when application is received, 
Admiralty are prepared to sell 8 M Class T.B.Ds.3 

(IV) With reference to paragraphs 3 and 4 of your telegram No. 69 and 
paragraph 7 of your telegram No. 29 of 18th January,‘ steps have been taken 
to obtain particulars as to price of vessels and method of payment that can 
be accepted and information will be forwarded as soon as possible but in any 
case can only be tentative at this stage.5 

' No. 308. 2 Not printed. 

3 Torpedo-boat destroyers. 4 See No. 308, n. 2. 

5 In Foreign Office telegram No. 121 of March 23 (not printed) the price named was 
£400,000, ‘conditional upon definite acceptance within a reasonably short period’, and the 
offer of the General Craufurd as a free loan for ten years was confirmed, subject to certain 
conditions. It was added that ‘In order to obtain immediate cash, Admiralty would be 
willing to accept some reduction in price mentioned above’, but that ‘in any case payment 
should not be deferred beyond two years and it would be a further condition of such defer- 
ment that Roumanian Government should purchase General Craufurd at end of three years 
at a price of £90,000’. 
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(V) Admiralty are prepared to send Mission as soon as application is 
received. 

(VI) Roumanian Government should be asked to invite forthwith British 
Naval Officer of Captain’s rank to go to Bucharest to study and advise on 
Roumanian naval needs and discuss with Roumanian Government terms 
of various Admiralty proposals. This officer eventually to become Head of 
the Mission. 

(VII) Admiralty have no suitable floating dock that could be offered for 
sale to Roumania, see your telegram No. 29 paragraph 6.° 

6 Cf. No. 308, n. 2. 


No. 311 
Earl Curzon to Sir H. Dering (Sofia) 
No. 16 Telegraphic [186010/173341/19] 


Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, February 17, 1920, 3.10 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 6 (of January 23rd. Recruitment of 1920 Class in 
Bulgaria).! 

2. Army Council concur that order is in contravention of Article 65 of 
Bulgarian Treaty of Peace.? 

3. In spite of the arguments, themselves reasonable, which Bulgarian 
Government produced against abolition of conscription demanded by Peace 
Treaty which Bulgaria has now signed and ratified, proposal was defeated, 
in the face of French and Italian support, by His Majesty’s Government who 
insisted that abolition of conscription in enemy countries was a fundamental 
article of British policy which had been accepted already by the Peace Con- 
ference.3 It is difficult therefore to see how this subject can be re-opened now. 

t Not printed. This reported that the Bulgarian Official Gazette of Jan. 15 contained an 
order for the recruitment of the 1920 class to commence on Jan. 20. 

2 This Peace Treaty had been signed at Neuilly-sur-Seine on Nov. 27, 1919, and ratified 
by the Bulgarian Sobranje on Jan. 12, 1920; the text is printed in B.F.S.P., vol. 112, pp. 781— 
895. Article 65 stated: ‘Universal compulsory military service shall be abolished in Bulgaria. 


The Bulgarian army shall in future only be constituted and recruited by means of voluntary 
enlistment.’ 3 See Vol. II, No. 11, minute 2. 


No. 312 
Earl Curzon to Sir H. Dering (Sofia) 
No. 18 Telegraphic [179100/1300/19] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, February 18, 1920, 9 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 13 (of 14th February).? 
Orders issued by Bulgarian Government providing for military organisa- 
tion of Labour Service appear to be violation of Article 74 of the Treaty of 


1 No. 309. 
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Neuilly. Matter will be brought before Ambassadors’ Conference in Paris. 
With regard to Bulgarian Prime Minister’s wish for substitution of com- 
pulsory for voluntary enlistment, you should give no encouragement. See 
my telegram No. 16 (of February 17th).2 

The question of Thrace has been and continues to be studied in detail by 
the Supreme Council. No final decision has yet been recorded. No ground 
has however ever been produced to justify the Bulgarian claim to Thrace 
from the ethnic point of view. 

With regard to a commercial outlet you may refer to Article 48 of the 
Treaty of Neuilly, under which Bulgaria is ‘ensured economic outlets to the 
Aegean Sea’. In the answer given by the Supreme Council to Bulgarian 
counter-proposals, the Bulgarian Government were again assured that these 
guarantees were ‘in no sense illusory’. 

Question of Minorities has not been overlooked, but will be safe-guarded 
both under Minorities Treaty to be signed by Greece, if and when she obtains 
Thrace, and under the Convention between Greece and Bulgaria providing 
for facilitation of voluntary emigration from one country to another. 


2 No. 311. 3 Cf. Vol. II, No. 10, n. 21. 
4 See Vol. II, No. 11, Appendix B. 


No. 313 
Mr. Rattigan (Bucharest) to Earl Curzon (Received March 11) 


No. 47 [184566/392/19] 
Very confidential BUCHAREST, February 23, 1920 


My Lord, 

I have the honour to report that the King sent one of his confidential agents 
last night to tell me that he was very alarmed at the present situation. 

As I knew, His Majesty had come round to the belief that he could trust 
General Averesco! to serve him loyally. The country had been going from 
bad to worse under the present Government. They were, no doubt, well 
intentioned, but they had no experience of Government, and nothing was 
being done to remedy the existing abuses, to improve the deplorable con- 
dition of the railways, or to deal with the financial situation. In fact the 
Government appeared totally incapable of doing anything. Meanwhile the 
time of parliament was taken up with an interchange of personal recrimina- 
tions between party leaders. 

In these circumstances, the King had come to the conclusion that an 
immediate change of Government was necessary and that General Averesco 
was the only man who could cope with the situation. He had consequently 
come to an understanding with the General whereby the latter was to afford 


1 Former Roumanian Commander-in-Chief and Prime Minister; Minister of the Interior 
in M. Vaida Voevod’s ministry until his resignation on Dec. 17, 1919. 
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him a reasonable pretext for dismissing the Vaida Government. His Majesty 
had a right under the constitution to dismiss any Government in whom he 
had lost confidence. But there was a most regrettable tendency towards a 
split between old and new Roumanians, and if His Majesty dismissed the 
present Transylvanian Government without proper grounds, he would appear 
to have taken sides with the old Roumanians. He particularly wished to 
avoid this. 

It had therefore been arranged that, when the right moment came, General 
Averesco would obtain the resignations of several prominent members of the 
Ministry. The King would take this opportunity to tell Mr. Vaida that he 
could not now carry on the Government efficiently and that he must therefore 
ask for his resignation. General Averesco would then be invited to form a 
Government. The General had in return promised that he would not insist 
on the immediate dissolution of parliament. 

What had actually happened was as follows: The King had informed 
several of the Ministers that the Government no longer had his confidence. 
He had at the same time called on Averesco to provoke the promised resigna- 
tions. Only two had been forthcoming. Moreover the General once more 
insisted on the immediate dissolution of parliament which the King was 
pledged not to allow. In these circumstances His Majesty’s position was 
hopelessly compromised with the Government, whereas he had no sufficient 
grounds for demanding their resignation. 

I replied that I sympathised with the King, but that I did not see how I 
was personally concerned. Internal politics were wholly outside my province. 
The King’s agent said that His Majesty quite understood this, but that he 
would be most grateful if I could get General Averesco to talk over the situa- 
tion with me, and give him some good advice. I replied that I would see 
Averesco, and if he gave me an opportunity would point out what I personally 
imagined to be the King’s difficulties. But I could certainly not take it upon 
myself to advise any particular course of action. In fact, to put the matter 
quite clearly, if Averesco asked me my views on the situation, I would give 
them in a friendly and unofficial way, and I did not know how far the General 
would pay attention to these views. I was prepared to do this in view of the 
King’s urgent request, and in order to do what I could without in any way 
interfering in internal politics, to promote the recovery of the country. 

The King’s agent expressed himself as satisfied with this and I arranged an 
interview with General Averesco to-day. 

In the course of a very long conversation the General explained the situa- 
tion much as described above, though he naturally maintained that he was 
in no way to blame for the King’s difficulties. He said the trouble was that 
His Majesty was constitutionally incapable of putting his whole trust in 
anyone: At the critical moment he pulled back; real co-operation on these 
lines was almost impossible. His own position in the country was stronger 
than ever—so strong, in fact, that he could guarantee a wave of popular 
enthusiasm for His Majesty if he took the decisive step required of calling to 
power the one man in whom the people had real faith. To get things done 
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the Government must enjoy the absolute trust of the people, and he was the 
only man who could carry through the strong measures necessary to re- 
generate the country. 

With regard to the dissolution of Parliament, he maintained his view that 
this measure was urgently necessary. It would be quite impossible to carry 
on the Government with a hostile parliament, in which his only backing 
would lie in the equivocal support which the Bratianists would for their own 
reasons afford him. Moreover he had come to an agreement with the 
Socialists whereby the latter would cease the existing sabotage of all work in 
consideration for the immediate dissolution of parliament. 

In conclusion General Averesco repeated his assurances of complete 
loyalty to the King and affirmed both his readiness and his ability to cover 
His Majesty in any difficulties which might confront him. 

I subsequently had an audience with the King and repeated to His Majesty 
what Averesco had said. He expressed himself as much relieved by the 
assurances conveyed to him, and thanked me very warmly for my intervention. 
I again impressed on His Majesty the entirely unofficial character of any 
conversations on the internal situation which I had had either with him or 
with any Roumanian statesman. I pointed out that I limited myself strictly 
to giving my views unofficially when invited to doso. The King said that he 
quite understood this, but that it was most useful to him to be able to talk 
frankly to someone who had no axe of his own to grind and could conse- 
quently give an impartial opinion. 

I have, &c., 
F, RATTIGAN 


No. 314 
Mr. Rattigan (Bucharest) to Earl Curzon (Received March 12) 
No. 56 [184813/39514/19] 


BUCHAREST, March 1, 1920 
My Lord, 

I regret that owing to my being laid up with influenza at the time of 
General Greenly’s departure I omitted to forward to Your Lordship an 
appreciation of his services as Chief of the British Military Mission in this 
country.! 

It is impossible to praise too highly General Greenly’s work in this capacity. 
He gained the admiration and esteem of all with whom he came in contact 
for his absolute sincerity and straightness, and his shrewd judgement both of 
men and matters. 


! General Greenly had returned to England on Feb. 4, 1920. For earlier references to his 
work in Roumania see Vol. VI, Nos. 11, 109, 202, 209. 
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In my opinion the very real danger of an outbreak of hostilities between 
Serbia and Roumania in the Banat was removed largely as a result of General 
Greenly’s personal efforts with the Military Authorities at Belgrade and 
Bucarest. 

Though known to be a friend of Roumania, he retained an all too rare 
impartiality and was able at times to use very straight language to the 
Roumanian Military Authorities without thereby arousing their resentment. 

An example, such as that furnished by this officer, of absolute sincerity 
and straightness does more than volumes of propaganda to confirm the 
Roumanians in their convictions as to British truth and justice, in the 
face of much hostile criticism of Great Britain by certain of the Allied Repre- 
sentatives. 

I have, &c., 
FRANK RATTIGAN 


No. 315 


Earl Curzon to Sir A. Young (Belgrade) 
No. 61 Telegraphic [184610/4843/19] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, March 12, 1920, 6 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 49 (of February rgth).! 

Condition attached to credit of £200,000? that foodstuffs to that amount 
should be delivered to Austria and Hungary was inserted to secure supplies 
to those countries under existing agreements. We regard this as matter of 
great importance. According to our latest reports no deliveries of foodstuffs 
have taken place.3 

In addition to deliveries under existing contracts condition would be 
fulfilled by deliveries of foodstuffs against payment in S.H.S. currency or 
(especially in the case of Austria) against manufactured articles or com- 
modities, unless other form of payment is mutually agreed. 

Provision of technical advisers (see paragraph 2 of your despatch No. 37)¢4 
is being dropped. 


t Not printed. 

2 In a Foreign Office letter of Jan. 6 to the Yugoslav Chargé d’Affaires (not printed) 
H.M.G. had intimated their readiness to grant a further credit to the Yugoslav Government 
to enable them to purchase railway material at Salonica. 

3 See No. 81, n. 2, and No. 99 above. Cf. No. 319, n. 2, below. 

* Of Jan. 31, not printed. 
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No. 316 
Mr. Smart! (Salonica) to Earl Granville? (Athens) 
No. 18 [196601 /196601/19}3 


Confidential -  SALONICA, March 25, 1920 
My Lord, 

Owing to the inadequacy of my office organisation, I have been unable 
to keep Your Lordship informed of economic developments in my Consular 
district. With the means at my disposal, I could do little more than despatch 
the current business of the Consulate General. Before leaving this post, 
however, I thought it might be worth while recording, for your information, 
the impressions I have received regarding the situation in this province from 
personal observation during my sojourn at Salonica and the journeys I was 
able to make in Western and Eastern Macedonia. I would, in this con- 
nection, invite a reference to my despatch No. 68 of September 11th last 
dealing with the problem of the transit trade at Salonica.‘. . .5 

In concluding this review of the economic situation in Greek Macedonia, 
I would lay stress on the interest which the fate of Salonica has for us. 
Salonica can only justify its existence as an emporium and transit port for 
the Balkans. In my despatch No. 68 of September 11th last and in the course 
of this report I have endeavoured to show how gravely this vital function 
of Salonica is being compromised by Greek mismanagement. I have the 
keenest sympathy for the Greeks. I doubt whether at any other post I have 
had such pleasant relations with the higher local authorities, civil and military, 
and with unofficial personages. I do not share the prejudices of my country- 
men here regarding the Greeks. These prejudices have often unworthy 
motives. Foreigners under the Turks had a priveleged [sic] position which 
they frequently abused with impunity. They lost that favoured position with 
the advent of the Greeks, and their resentment has generally been manifested 


' H.M. Acting Consul-General at Salonica. 2 H.M. Minister at Athens. 

3 The copy on this file was forwarded to the Foreign Office from the Department of 
Overseas Trade and received on May 6. A further copy, transmitted under cover of Lord 
Granville’s despatch No. 137 of April 16 was received in the Foreign Office on May 27. 
At the end of this despatch Lord Granville wrote as follows: ‘I am not personally in favour 
of suggesting to the Greek Government—and still less of imposing on them—the complete 
foreign control of the port of Salonika, recommended in the last two paragraphs of Mr. 
Smart’s despatch. Such a proposal would excite the greatest indignation and bitterness 
throughout the country, and even in Mr. Venizelos himself, and supposing it were imposed 
in connection with loans I very much doubt its being successful in face of the resistance 
—passive at least—with which it would have to contend. 

‘I propose, however, to take an opportunity after Mr. Venizelos’s return to speak to him 
unofficially, in the sense of several of Mr. Smart’s criticisms and I think I might go so far 
as to suggest the possibility of making Salonika a free port and obtaining foreign assistance 
in its management.’ 

* Not traced in Foreign Office archives. 

5 A lengthy account of the economic situation in Greek Macedonia is here omitted. 
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by indiscriminate depreciation of everything Greek. No allowances are made 
for the difficulties of a young state, recently delivered from a corrupting 
servitude of centuries, of an administration suddenly faced with the problem 
of finding officials for territory doubled in size, of the abnormal conditions 
of almost continuous war which succeeded the Greek occupation. No 
account is taken of what has been accomplished in Old Greece and the 
promise this achievement contains for the ultimate welfare of the new 
territories. But when every allowance is made for the peculiar circumstances 
of the case, the most friendly critic will hardly maintain that the Greeks are 
good administrators. They are intelligent and enterprising, they view things 
from an European angle, they are full of patriotism, and they have many 
other virtues. But administrative capacity is not one of them. The additional 
extension of territory they are about to receive will still further strain their 
administrative resources and react adversely on Salonica. Perhaps a couple 
of generations would suffice to produce a class of trained officials who would 
be able to cope adequately, if not brilliantly, with the problem of a great 
emporium like this. But, meanwhile, Salonica may be commercially dead or 
no longer Greek. Trade cannot afford to wait, and, if obstructed in one 
direction, must either forcibly remove the obstacle or seek other channels for 
its passage. 

I venture to think that, when more urgent problems are disposed of, we 
shall have to consider seriously whether we can remain passive spectators of 
the decline of Salonica. We are at present the principal importers into the 
Balkans, and Salonica is our chief port of entry. Possibly our commerce may 
adjust itself to a displacement of trade, though this is not at all certain. The 
economic machinery here is adjusted to our advantage. Long established 
connections constitute valuable assets in commerce. If this movement of 
trade is displaced, we may have to struggle at a disadvantage with our 
competitors to establish ourselves at new centres of distribution. However, 
it may be that our economic interests in these parts are not so vital as to 
justify active concern in the fate of Salonica. After all, the Balkans are really 
a market for the Continent of Europe more than for Great Britain. Our pre- 
war volume of Balkan trade was a drop in the ocean of Britain’s world trade. 
At present, we have the lion’s share of the imports, simply because indus- 
trially we have been able to recover sooner than the other European pro- 
ducers, who have suffered more than we from the war. But in the end the 
Continent, in view of geographical advantages and the more suitable nature 
of its products, is bound to come into its own here. With such a prospect 
before us, we can perhaps afford to regard the obstruction of this trade ' 
channel with composure. It remains to be considered whether our political 
interest(s] are not concerned by the question of Salonica. 

If it is to our political interest that the Greeks should hold the Aegean 
littoral, we can hardly disinterest ourselves of [sic] the economic problem of 
Salonica. It is difficult to believe that the vigorous Slav populations of the 
interior will permanently acquiesce in economic exclusion from the Aegean 
by a narrow strip of Greek coast-land. Their unrest will be accentuated if 
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their access to the Adriatic is circumscribed. The surest way to consolidate 
Greek domination along the Aegean coast and to allay the Balkan fever is to 
restore to Salonica its natural function of emporium for South Eastern 
Europe. This can only be done by some sort of European intervention. This 
intervention could be extremely limited, confined only to keeping open the 
channels of trade’ between Europe and the Balkans through Greece. The 
object in view could be attained by the establishment of a Free Port at 
Salonica under European technical control and the imposition of a similar 
control over the Salonica—Guevgheli and Salonica—Monastir railways. The 
control would have to be effective and freed from Greek administrative 
interference in matters of detail. I do not think, for instance, that the sort of 
assistance which the French Railway Mission is giving would be sufficient. 
That Mission has inadequate executive powers, and its advice need not be 
taken. Perhaps it might be found possible to vest the control in an Inter- 
national Commission, on which Greece would be equally represented with 
the Protecting Powers, England and France. These two Powers, who can 
be suspected of no territorial aims in Macedonia, would seem specially 
qualified for the leading parts in any such scheme. Doubtless Italy and 
Serbia would also have to be represented on the Commission, and later, 
when the memory of the war has grown fainter, Bulgaria too. The oppor- 
tunity for establishing the control might be provided by the loans which 
Greece will doubtless require from England and France for the development 
of her new territories. 

Such a scheme may be considered impracticable. Possibly some remedy 
on these lines, but less drastic, may be found. Perhaps even any intervention 
of this nature may be out of the question. In that event, we must be prepared 
for the further decline of Salonica and for the possibility that the Slav flood, 
now pent up in the interior, may one day burst through unnatural economic 
dams and, descending to the Aegean, impose violently on Greece abdication 
of sovereignty far more extreme than that involved in her consent to a very 
limited technical control, by the friendly Western Powers of the Port of 
Salonica and its communications with the hinterland.® 

I have, &c., 
W. A. SMART 


6 Sir E. Crowe and Lord Curzon minuted as follows: 


‘Clearly this is a despatch which should have been sent to the Foreign Office and not to 
the D.O.T. 

‘So instruct Lord Granville. 

‘Mr. Smart, after an interesting commentary on the economic position of Macedonia, 
and Salonika in particular, under the present Greek regime, concludes by suggesting that 
owing to the absence of administrative capacity among the Greeks, the western Powers, 
England especially, should endeavour to get the port of Salonika, and the main railways 
connecting it with the interior, placed under foreign expert control. 

‘I think this is not a practicable proposition. No Greek government, least of all M. 
Venizelos’ government, could defend such an arrangement before Greek public opinion. 

‘I think Mr. Smart does not make sufficient allowance for the fact that the Greeks are not 
yet in a position to concentrate their national energies on such problems as the proper 
development of Salonika and Macedonia. M. Venizelos is well aware of the unsatisfactory 
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state of things in Greece. He is anxiously awaiting the definite conclusion of peace in order 
to be able to give to the internal affairs of his country the attention which he has [been] 
compelled so far to devote almost entirely to questions of foreign policy. He has more than 
once told me that if he could have 7-10 years in which to tackle the problem of internal 
government, he felt confident he would establish Greek administration both in the old and 
in the new Greek territories on a sound and satisfactory basis. 

‘I believe that even if he should not enjoy such a spell of power, he will, so soon as he 
can turn his attention to the question of administrative reforms, bring about a great and 
salutary change in Greek affairs. E.A.C. May to.’ 

‘This is certainly a valuable report. Personally I do not look forward to the Hellenic 
regeneration which we are promised, for (1) I believe the Greeks to be administratively 
corrupt and incompetent and (2) so far from believing that M. Venizelos will be given 
8-10 years to achieve the administrative reform of his country, I gather from all indications 
that the Greeks would even now be only too willing to exchange him for the ex-King. 

CG. 11/5.” 


No. 317 


Mr. Rattigan (Bucharest) to Earl Curzon (Received April 4, 9.30 a.m.) 
No. 176 Telegraphic (189641/106299/19] 
Very urgent. Confidential BUCHAREST, March 31, 1920, 9.30 p.m. 


Your telegram No. r121.! 

Military Attaché learns on good authority that French and Italian Govern- 
ments have made somewhat similar offers on easy terms of payment. Pay- 
ment to be made in four and five years respectively. 


1 See No. 310, n. 5. 


No. 318 


Memorandum by Mr. Leeper' on the Greek occupation of Koritza and Thrace 
[189667/1300/19] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, April 5, 1920 


The French proposal that Greek troops should forthwith occupy the 
Koritza region before the Albanian question is settled is,? I venture to think, 
a most unfortunate one from every point of view. No part of the Adriatic 
settlement proposed on the 14th January last3 was more generally felt to be 
unjustified and more strongly criticised in the English press as well as by 
President Wilson than the assignment of Koritza to Greece. The British and 
French Prime Ministers in their replies to President Wilson‘ largely admitted 


1 A member of the Central European and Persia Department of the Foreign Office. 

2 This proposal had been made to Lord Curzon by the French Ambassador in a con- 
versation on April 1. 

3 Cmd. 586 of 1920, No. 7. 4 Ibid., No. 13. 
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the force of his criticisms of the proposed partition of Albania’ and added (on 
the 17th FebY) that later discussions had shown that ‘the whole of Albania 
sh? be brought under the mandatory system & they believe that this will 
make it possible eventually to satisfy the aspirations of the Albanian people 
for unity & self-government’. 

In adding this assurance, the British and French Prime Ministers had in 
mind conversations which had taken place in Paris towards the end of 
January between the parties interested.6 I venture in this connection to 
submit again a short memorandum entitled ‘Proposal for the administration 
of Albania’ which I tentatively drew up at that time and which I unoffi- 
cially showed to M. Venizelos, M. Trumbic,? Colonel Castoldi (for Signor 
Scialoja®), M. Laroche of the French Foreign Office, and Mr. Harrison, 
Mr. Wallace’s® Private Secretary. The object of this proposal was to accom- 
modate the promises already given to Yugo-Slavia, Italy and Greece on the 
14th January with the legitimate aspirations of the Albanian people whom 
in their correspondence with President Wilson, the British and French Prime 
Ministers had promised to safeguard. The attached Scheme was approved 
by all the parties concerned and accepted also by M. Berthelot.'° 

I have had several conversations with M. Venizelos on this subject. He 
showed himself perfectly ready to substitute a Greek mandate for Greek 
sovereignty over Koritza as is proposed in the attached Scheme. His object 
in demanding Koritza originally for Greece was to safeguard himself against 
an Italian occupation of the district, whether under the form of a mandate 
or protectorate. He told me quite frankly when I dined with him some weeks 
ago, he had nothing against the establishment of an independent Albanian 
State including Koritza, although he added ‘I tell you this confidentially for 
it would be impossible for me to make any such public statement in Greece’. 
He does most definitely demand sovereignty over Aryirokastro [sic], but he 
admits that the Koritza region is not racially or linguistically Greek and that 
Koritza is in fact, in spite of its old-established Greek schools, which he 
wishes to protect, the centre of Albanian nationalism. 

The triple mandate proposals in the Scheme which I attach are in them- 
selves somewhat clumsy machinery, but the League of Nations’ experts who 
have gone into the matter assure me that they would be willing to cooperate 
on these lines and consider the Scheme quite practical. I have not shown the 
Scheme to the Albanian leaders, but have spoken to them in general terms 
about it and while they do not view it enthusiastically, since their hope 1s for 
immediate recognition of full Albanian independence, they would be pre- 
pared to acquiesce in it, whereas they would never admit the annexation of 
Koritza outright by Greece or the annexation of Scutari by Yugo-Slavia. 

The French Government are, I venture to think, animated mainly by the 
desire to complicate matters for Italy in Albania. They also feel that they 


S Cf. ibid, No. 12. 6 See Vol. II, Nos. 79 and 8o. 
7 Yugoslav Minister for Foreign Affairs. 
8 Italian Minister for Foreign Affairs. 9 U.S. Ambassador at Paris. 


10 Secretary-General to the French Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 
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must show their friendship for Greece in some striking way, since it is well 
known in Greece that they were not favourable to Greek aspirations in Asia 
Minor. It would, however, I submit, have most disastrous results if the 
Greek military occupation of Koritza were allowed at this moment. It would 
be impossible to restrain the Albanian population, fierce fighting would 
ensue and all hope of a peaceful settlement of this complicated question 
would be at an end. 


Thrace 


Since the occupation of Thrace is intimately connected with the conclusion 
of the treaty of peace with Turkey, I do not venture to enter into the matter 
in detail, but I submit that if it may be taken for granted that the annexation 
of Thrace to Greece is now agreed on, there is every advantage in permitting 
a Greek military occupation at the earliest possible date before the Turkish 
organisations in Thrace, of which we have lately received news," are able to 
establish themselves so firmly that the Greek authorities would meet with 
serious difficulties. If the French are proposing to withdraw their troops, it 
becomes still more urgently necessary that their place should be taken by 
Greek forces, since there is no alternative. Presumably in such a case, Greek 
armies would be accompanied by Allied contingents or by Allied officers in 
order that the Turks may see clearly that the move is not a[n] isolated one on 
the part of Greece but represents the united decision of the Allied Powers.?2 

A. W. A. LEEPER 


11 See Vol. XIII, Chap. I. 
12 Sir E. Crowe and Lord Curzon minuted as follows: ‘I agree with Mr. Leeper on both 
points. E.A.C. Ap. 6.’ 

‘M. Cambon came to see me again today. His anxiety about the Greeks at Koritza has 
not either of the objects suggested by Mr. Leeper. What he is thinking about is the release 
of the French battalion now at Koritza which Gen. Franchet d’Esperey earnestly desires 
for Batoum or elsewhere. So long as the French can get their battalion they do not much 
care who goes in in their place. But today M. Cambon told me that he withdrew his sug- 
gestion about the Greeks because the Italians had let him know that if the French evacuated, 
they claimed the right to goin. C. 8/4.’ 


ENCLosuRE IN No. 318 


Proposal for the Administration of Albanta 


Italy shall obtain Valona and its hinterland in full sovereignty, as provided 
for in the Treaty of London, together with the island of Saseno. Greece shall 
similarly obtain in full sovereignty the territory west and south of a line 
which shall run as follows: 

From Mount Tumba on the northern boundary of Greece northwestward 
along the crest of the Nemercha ridge to the Voyusa River: 

Thence down that river to Tepeleni, Mirica, to point 98: 

Thence south, passing between the villages of Lopsi-Martolozit and 
Zemblan: 
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Thence through points 1840 and 1225 to a point about two miles south by 
east of 1225: 

Thence westward, passing just north of Poljana: 

Thence south-east to point 1669: 

Thence west and north-west to point 2025: 

Thence south-westward to the coast just south of Aspri-Ruga: 

The rest of Albania shall be under the guarantee and supreme control of 
the League of Nations as guardian of its eventual independence. During 
a period to be subsequently determined by the League of Nations with the 
Powers concerned, Italy, Greece and the Serb-Croat-Slovene State, a man- 
date on behalf of the League of Nations shall be exercised by these three 
Powers respectively in the following areas assigned to them :— 

(1) the triangle of territory enclosed between a frontier to be subsequently 
drawn by a competent Commission from point 98 on the Voyusa river north- 
east to Lake Malik, the present Greek frontier and the frontier above described 
from Mount Tumba to point 98, shall be the area to be placed under a Greek 
mandate. 

After two years, or such period as shall be agreed on by the League of 
Nations with Greece, Italy and the Serb-Croat-Slovene State, it shall be 
completely demilitarised, provided that at the same time similar complete 
demilitarisation is carried out in the zones assigned to the Italian and Serb- 
Croat-Slovene Governments. 

The Greek Government, however, reserve the right of passage for their 
troops by the road passing from Liaskoviki to Koritza between Epirus and 
Western Macedonia and vice versa, even after Greek military occupation of 
the country has ceased and complete demilitarisation been brought about. 

The administration in the above area shall be carried on by a local Diet 
under a Governor nominated by the League of Nations on the proposal of 
the Greek Government. It shall be in the Greek Customs Union and the full 
rights of all religious and cultural minorities in it shall be protected by inter- 
national Treaty. 

(2) Albania, north and east of the Drin, within limits to be determined, 
shall be the area assigned to the Serb-Croat-Slovene State under a mandate, 
the terms of which shall be, so far as possible, identical with those of the 
mandate given to the Greek Government for the Koritza region. 

(3) The rest of Albania shall be under the mandate of Italy on similar 
terms. 

A convention shall be made by the Governments of Italy, Greece and the 
Serb-Croat-Slovene State respectively with the United States, British and 
French Governments on the lines of the proposals annexed to the joint 
memorandum presented to Signor Scialoja on December oth 1919,'3 so far as 
these stipulations are found to be applicable respectively to the three areas 
passing under the mandates above described, and consonant with the con- 
ditions outlined above. 


13 Cmd. 586, No. 1; see Vol. IT, No. 56, minute 1. 
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An amended text is annexed‘ of such of the stipulations contained in the 
memorandum handed to Signor Scialoja, as fall under the above heading. 

The United States, British and French Governments desire to recognise 
the independence of the Albanian State within the frontiers now described. 
They consider that the State of Albania will require, to the extent indicated 
in paragraph 4 of article 22 of the Covenant of the League of Nations, ‘the 
administrative advice and assistance’ of one of the Great Powers. For this 
atsk, Italy, by her geographical situation and economic capacity, is primarily 
indicated to direct the administration of the greater part of the country, 
while similar direction of the Albanian areas on their frontiers should be 
entrusted to Greece and the Serb-Croat-Slovene State. 

The United States, British and French Governments are anxious, there- 
fore, to entrust to Italy, Greece and the Serb-Croat-Slovene State respec- 
tively, mandates over the areas of the State of Albania already described 
under the conditions implied in the Covenant of the League of Nations. 
They consider that these conditions could form the basis of these Powers’ 
acceptance of such mandates, and should be embodied in a convention or 
conventions to be concluded between these Governments and the Govern- 
ments of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers. The headings of such 
a convention or conventions would be the following :— 

1. Albania is recognised as an independent state within the frontiers 
indicated in the body of the covering memorandum. 

2. A Commission shall forthwith be established consisting of a representa- 
tive respectively of the Italian, Greek and Serb-Croat-Slovene Governments, 
a representative of the League of Nations and a representative of the Albanian 
State, who shall be designated by the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, 
for the purpose of elaborating (a) the terms of the mandates to be entrusted 
to Italy, Greece and the Serb-Croat-Slovene State, over Albania, and (5) the 
organic law of the future state of Albania. That Commission shall ter- 
minate its labours within five months from the signature of this Conven- 
tion and will address a report thereon with the necessary recommendations 
to the Council of the League of Nations. The final decision as to the terms 
of the mandate and the organic law shall be made by the Council of the 
League acting by a majority vote. 

3. The Commission foreshadowed in the above paragraph shall base its 
deliberations both on the stipulations outlined in the covering memorandum 
and also on the following principles :— 

(a) The freedom of conscience and the free and outward exercise of all 
forms of worship, the complete liberty in education and linguistic matters 
of all the inhabitants of the State of Albania. 

(6) The organisation, in so far as may be compatible with the traditions 
of the country and the exercise of efficient administration, of legislative and 
administrative bodies representing all sections of the population. 

(c) Prevention of the exploitation of the country or its colonisation in 
a manner liable to militate against the interests of the native inhabitants. 

14 Not attached to filed copy. 
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Under this heading would be included any recommendations which the 
Commission might make as to improvements in the existing system of land 
tenure. 

(d) The eventual creation of a local gendarmerie, the senior officers of 
which may be nationals of the mandatory Power. The mandatory Powers 
shall have the right for a period of two years or such period as shall be agreed 
on by them with the League of Nations, to maintain armed forces in the 
country. After that period the State of Albania shall be permanently de- 
militarised, and no Power shall be allowed to maintain regular forces in the 
country without the sanction of the Council of the League of Nations or under 
the conditions already stipulated. 


No. 319 
Earl Curzon to Sir A. Young (Belgrade) 


No. 72 Telegraphic [187573/4843/19] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, April 9, 1920, 5 p.m. 


My despatch No. 145 (of March 18th:! Relief credit to Serb-Croat- 
Slovene Government.) 

In view of the fact that delivery of foodstuffs to Hungary by Serb-Croat- 
Slovene Government has now commenced,? His Majesty’s Government are 
granting a credit of £50,000 to the Serb-Croat-Slovene Government for the 
purchase of rolling stock at Salonica. Ministry of Munitions have sent 
instructions to their local representative at Salonica to arrange transfer of 
stores to this amount to Serb-Croat-Slovene Government. 

1 Not printed. 

2 This had been reported in a telegram (not printed) dated March 8 from Budapest to 
Sir William Goode; a copy was sent by the Treasury to the Foreign Office on March 23. 

3 On April 19, in Foreign Office telegram No. 81 (not printed) Lord Curzon informed 
Sir A. Young that H.M.G. was now ‘in view of convention concluded between Serb-Croat- 


Slovene Government and Hungarian Government . . . willing to grant balance of credit, 
i.e. £150,000’. Cf. No. 315. 


No. 320 
Mr. Rattigan (Bucharest) to Earl Curzon (Received April 15) 


No. 87 [191980/106299/19] 


BUCHAREST, April 9, 1920 

My Lord, 
I have the honour to report that Captain Bowring R.N.,' accompanied 
by Lieutenant Chapman R.N., arrived in Bucharest on the 6th instant. I 


t Head of the British Naval Mission invited by the Roumanian Government to study 
the reorganization of the Roumanian navy (cf. No. 310, § (v1)). 
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have presented him to the Prime Minister,? the Minister of War, and the 
Director of Marine. I would remind Your Lordship, in parenthesis, that the 
latter is not at present a Cabinet Minister, and that the Ministry of Marine 
is a sub-department of the War Office. It is, however, proposed to convert 
it into a separate Ministry in the near future. 

I explained to the Prime Minister the object and scope of Captain Bow- 
ring’s vis[ijt. I have formed the impression of late that the Roumanian 
Government are inclined to regard these negotiations from a wrong point of 
view. They appear to have an idea that we are competing jealously with 
certain of our allies for the prize of being called upon to supply a navy to 
Roumania. I thought it well, therefore, to preface my introduction of 
Captain Bowring by certain observations calculated to disabuse General 
Averesco’s mind of this idea. Our offer was, I explained, merely the outcome 
of a desire to help Roumania. It was far from being a brilliant affair for 
ourselves, judged from the financial point of view, as we were offering the 
ships practically at their breaking-up value. We had no wish to compete 
with any other Power for the supply of ships to Roumania. If she thought 
she could get better value elsewhere, she need not hesitate to apply there 
instead of to us. I wished to lay particular stress on the fact that we regarded 
our offer solely as an act of friendship for Roumania. The terms were, in 
fact, so advantageous to her that His Majesty’s Government had been 
obliged to request absolute secrecy. 

The Prime Minister affirmed that he fully understood this, and was duly 
grateful to Great Britain for her generosity. He would, however, tell me 
quite frankly that, if the offer had reached him as an entirely new proposal, 
he would have felt obliged to decline it. Roumania had absolutely no funds 
at her disposal. A poverty-stricken individual would be mad to spend any 
small sum of money he might receive on things which were really luxuries, 
rather than on food and clothes. But in this case the offer had been practically 
accepted in principle before he himself came into office, and the King’s word 
was engaged.3 Consequently he would do his best to bring the matter to 
a successful conclusion. It was only the question of payment which disturbed 
him. The Government were considering the matter, and would shortly 
make a written proposal. They might find it more advantageous to them- 
selves to ask for a term of two years in which to make the payment, even if 
this involved the acceptance of much less favourable terms. In any case he 
was very glad to welcome Captain Bowring, and would do all he could to 
assist him in the carrying out of his mission. 

I thanked General Averesco, and said that I was glad to learn that he 
himself had not entertained the ideas in question, but that I had every 
reason to believe that some of his colleagues had not understood the Naval 
offer in the right sense. With regard to the payment, I could not help think- 
ing that some means might be found to effect an immediate payment of the 


2 Gen. Averescu had formed a government on March 15 in succession to M. Vaida 


Voevod’s. 
3 Cf. No. 305. 
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small sum involved, and thereby secure a settlement on the very favourable 
terms now offered. I hinted that it was possible that a reduction might even 
be accepted on these terms in consideration of an immediate payment. 

General Averesco did not seem optimistic as to the possibility of an im- 
mediate payment. I therefore suggested as a purely personal idea, which 
could in no sense bind the Government, that an immediate payment might 
possibly be effected on the lines of an exchange of oil products to the value 
in question, as had been done in the case of a recent purchase of locomotives. 

The Prime Minister said he thought that something might be done on 
these lines. But he added that Mr Cozens Hardy‘ had suggested to him that 
it would probably be easy to have the credit to Roumania, which was sup- 
pressed as a result of the attitude of the Bratiano Government, once more 
extended to her, and that the amount to be paid for the ships might be 
deducted from this credit. 

I replied that I had no reason to suppose that Mr Cozens Hardy had any 
justification for making this suggestion. I warned His Excellency that Mr 
Cozens Hardy was not in an official position and that his words engaged 
nobody. The Prime Minister assented to this, but said that Mr Cozens Hardy 
was apparently a close friend of Mr Lloyd George and would not have spoken 
idly. He was no doubt aware that Mr Lloyd George would agree to such a 
proposal. 

I said I was unaware of Mr Cozens Hardy’s relations with the Prime 
Minister, but that I had no reason to suppose that he was in any way autho- 
rised to make any suggestions or promises of any kind. 

I then took Captain Bowring on to the Minister of War, who promised his 
cordial support in enabling the former to carry out his duties. 

I have, &c., 
FRANK RATTIGAN 

4 Commander the Hon. W. H. Cozens-Hardy, M.P., a representative of the firm of 
J. Bewick, Moreing & Co., which was reported to have plans for acquiring ‘the whole of the 


mining lands in Transylvania’. For Commander Cozens-Hardy’s visit to Roumania in 
August 1919 see Vol. VI, No. 78. 


” 


No. 321 
Mr. Rattigan (Bucharest) to Earl Curzon (Received April 15) 


No. 91 [191983/106299/19] 

BUCHAREST, Apnil 9, 1920 

My Lord, 
With reference to my despatch No. 88! and previous correspondence 
relative to our Naval offer to Roumania, after consultation with Captain 
t Of April g, not printed. This reported that the Roumanian Director of Marine had that 
morning called upon Mr. Rattigan and read to him ‘the minutes of a Council of Ministers 
at which it was decided to accept in principle the offer of naval units... at the price 


mentioned. The question of the manner and term in which the payment is to be effected 
is left over for further discussion.’ 


I. XII 385 cc 


Bowring, I venture to submit the following observation for Your Lordship’s 
consideration. 

I gather that the actual breaking-up value of the vessels concerned is 
considerably less than the amount agreed upon with the Roumanian 
Government, in fact that it does not amount to much more than £100,000. 
I presume that His Majesty’s Government, in making this offer, are not 
regarding the matter from the point of view of a business transaction, but 
rather as a definite act of policy, intended to win the good-will of Roumania. 

I would point out that in view of the great difficulty which the Roumanian 
Government experience in obtaining funds, it will probably be a long time 
before the entire payment can be made. 

In these circumstances I venture with all deference to submit that, if the 
matter is to be regarded from the standpoint of an act of policy, the effect 
which would be produced on Roumanian opinion by a free gift would be 
inconceivably greater than is at present the case. It is of course a matter for 
His Majesty’s Government to decide whether the proportionate gain from 
the political point of view is sufficient to justify the sacrifice of the amount of 
money involved. But I have thought it right to represent this aspect of the 
question to Your Lordship, and to express the opinion that if our object is 
a political one, it would undoubtedly be worth while to make our position 
paramount at so small a cost.? 


I have, &c., 
FRANK RATTIGAN 


2 After protracted discussion and argument, the negotiations for the sale of certain war- 
ships to Roumania and the despatch there of a naval mission were transferred to London 
where the final meeting was held at the Foreign Office on Dec. 13. The procés-verbal, after 
a preliminary paragraph, recorded as follows: 


‘M. Boeresco communicated the proposals of the Roumanian Government for the 
temporary postponement of the despatch of the Naval Mission on the lines originally agreed 
upon by the two Governments and the despatch for the time being of one officer and twa 
petty officers for the purpose of maintaining liaison with the Roumanian Navy until such 
time as the full scheme under negotiation can be carried out, which time shall be when the 
financial situation of Roumania allows of the requirements of His Majesty’s Treasury 
being met. 

‘M. Boeresco proposed that the four Roumanian Naval officers now in England, whose 
names have already been communicated to the Admiralty, should be admitted to the 
special Naval school at the commencement of the next session. It is understood that they 
have qualified sufficiently in English. 

‘Lastly M. Boeresco gave the assurance of his Government that during the period of the 
suspension of negotiations concerning the despatch of the full mission originally proposed 
and the purchase of British warships, the Roumanian Government would enter into no 
convention for the purpose of buying ships from any other country with the exception of the 
submarine already ordered by Roumania from France, which is to be paid for by national 
subscriptions. 

‘M. Boeresco was again informed that, while the Admiralty were unable to pledge them- 
selves to reserve the ships at present under negotiation or any other particular vessels until 
such time as the negotiations are resumed, Their Lordships would, however, then endeavour 
to meet the requirements of the Roumanian Government. The view of the Admiralty is 
that the naval officer to be accepted by the Roumanian Government for the purpose of 
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liaison should be accompanied by an engineer officer, while for the time being the services 
of the two petty officers might be dispensed with in order to reduce the cost. It is, of course, 
understood that the rates of pay of these officers and their treatment and accommodation 
shall be those already agreed on in the draft approved by the two Governments. 

“Captain Bowring stated that he proposed to apply to the British Admiralty forthwith for 
his appointment to be terminated. 

‘This procés-verbal is submitted for record, and for approval by the two Governments. 


M. B. BoreREsco 
Cap. COMANDOR BALANESCO 
H. W. BowrInG 
Captain, R.N. 
HaARo.tp NICOLSON 
A. W. ALLEN LEEPER’ 


No. 322 
Earl Curzon to Sir G. Buchanan! (Rome) 
No. 138 Telegraphic (191274/191274/19] 
Very urgent. Secret FOREIGN OFFICE, April 13, 1920, 5.40 p.m. 


Information received from Switzerland states there is a Greek Royalist 
plot to murder M. Venizelos in Italy on his way to San Remo. 

You should urge Italian Govt. to take all possible precautions to ensure 
safety of members attending Conference.” 


! H.M. Ambassador at Rome. 
2 A Conference of Allied representatives was held at San Remo from April 18 to 26, 
1920; see Vol. VIII, Chap. I. 


No. 323 
Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) to Earl Curzon (Received April 15, 2.45 p.m.) 


No. rat Telegraphic [192093/191274/19] 


ROME, April 14, 1920, I1 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 138.! 

Assistant Minister for Foreign Affairs, to whom I have spoken, assures me 
that every possible precaution has been and will be taken. 

He does not however believe that there is any special reason to apprehend 
an attempt on Venezelos’s life, while he is in Italy, although Greek loyalists 
[? royalists] are no doubt seeking occasion to kill him either in Greece or else- 
where. A short time ago a number of Greeks were arrested by the Italian 
police on suspicion of conspiring to take his life, but they proved to be perfectly 
harmless individuals. Every measure will nevertheless be taken to ensure his 
safety. 

1 No. 322. 
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No. 324 
Mr, Craigie! (Sofia) to Earl Curzon (Received May 6) 


No. 96 [196330/12486/19] 
SOFIA, April 19, 1920 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to report that the Prime Minister, who has temporarily 
taken charge of the Foreign Office, asked me to call on him to-day and stated 
that it was his earnest desire to pay a visit to London as soon as possible. A 
similar proposal of his made at the time of his visit to Paris? had not met with 
a favourable response, but he hoped that the situation might now be con- 
sidered to have altered. 

It was, Monsieur Stamboliisky observed, of crucial importance to Bulgaria 
at the present juncture that someone in authority should be able to explain to 
British statesmen the true situation of affairs in this country and to counteract 
the prejudicial impression which must necessarily be created by the un- 
answered asseverations of those who were Bulgaria’s most determined enemies. 
He would ask that Bulgaria’s punishment should stop where it was left by 
the Treaty of Peace. 

In support of his appeal to the clemency of Great Britain, Monsieur Stam- 
boliisky affirmed with much emphasis that, while there had always been in 
Bulgaria Germanophobes, Russophobes, Francophobes, &c., there had never 
been Anglophobes. The country was now suffering from the mistake of 
having entrusted her destinies to the autocratic powers of the ex-King, but 
those who were now at the helm had struggled to the last against Bulgaria’s 
entry into the war on the side of Germany and in no country had the national 
regeneration been more complete. Throughout all sections of the people a 
genuine desire existed for the closest relations, both political and economic, 
with Great Britain, for which country there was general admiration. 

I thanked Monsieur Stamboliisky for the flattering remarks about my 
country and, as regards his projected visit to England said that, from the 
personal standpoint, I felt that those in England who had followed his career 
could not but desire to make his acquaintance. It occurred to me however 
that, pending the ratification of the Treaty, there might be technical con- 
siderations which would render a visit rather difficult at the present moment. 
I did not therefore desire to encourage the idea in any way but, subject to 
this reservation, I should be happy to convey to Your Lordship the desire 
which he had expressed. Could he let me know what were the subjects which 
he especially desired to discuss? 

Monsieur Stamboliisky replied at once that the first and foremost question 
was that of Thrace and the desirability from every standpoint of maintaining 
the existing Inter-Allied control. In this control he hoped that Great Britain 
would now take a greater part, for this would focus British interest on Thrace 


1 H.M. Acting High Commissioner at Sofia. 
2 In Nov. 1919 for the signing of the Peace Treaty of Neuilly; see No. 311, n. 2. 
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and Bulgaria could not but be a gainer from the closest possible contact with 
the British people. Secondly he wished to make far-reaching proposals for 
the placing of orders in Great Britain and for interesting British capital in the 
Bulgarian mines. Every Department of State was in urgent need of supplies 
of all kinds, without which the requisite re-organization of the country could 
not be undertaken, and there was no country from which he would like to see 
such supplies drawn so much as from Great Britain. The mines, again, were 
most productive, but new machinery and new methods were needed, both of 
which could best be supplied by us. 

Throughout the interview Monsieur Stamboliisky spoke with the greatest 
earnestness, and his career, during which he has never wavered from his pro- 
British sentiments, is a guarantee of his sincerity. He made on me an im- 
pression of power, energy and concentrated purpose, and I could not help 
thinking that, so far as future British interests in this country are concerned, 
this man’s continued friendship for us is an asset of vital importance. 

I am aware that the present moment may be far from opportune for such 
a visit as Monsieur Stamboliisky proposes and I was careful not to encourage 
the idea in any way. Much no doubt depends on the attitude which His 
Majesty’s Government propose to adopt in regard to the question of Thrace. 
I venture however to point out that, should it be possible to receive Monsieur 
Stamboliisky without offending other susceptibilities and to give a sym- 
pathetic reception to his proposals, the effect would be felt throughout the 
length and breadth of this country. Great Britain could then play a leading 
role here which, at all events from a commercial and industrial point of view, 
would not be without considerable advantages. Bulgaria realizes that she 
has a heavy debt to pay, and she wishes to reorganize herself in order to pay it. 

Should it not be possible to receive Monsieur Stamboliisky at the present 
juncture, I trust that I may be able to inform him that it is only a question of 
postponement until after the ratification of the Treaty. It would, I venture 
to think, serve no useful purpose to discourage Monsieur Stamboliisky as to 
the possibility of ultimate British interest in Bulgaria’s effort to reorganize 
her resources and to rehabilitate herself in the eyes of Europe. 

I have the honour to request that I may be informed by telegraph what 
reply I should return to Monsieur Stamboliisky.3 

I have, &c., 
R. L. CRaIcirE 


3 In his telegram No. 44 of May 12 (not printed) Lord Curzon informed Mr. Craigie 
that the present moment was inopportune for a visit by M. Stamboliisky but that ‘at a later 
date after the ratification of the treaty we shall be glad to see him in London’. 
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No. 325 
Mr. Rattigan (Bucharest) to Earl Curzon (Received May 5) 


No. 99 [196335/196335/19] 


BUCHAREST, April 24, 1920 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to report that, after long and difficult negotiations, 
Mr. C. A. Moreing! has at length succeeded in arriving at an agreement with 
the Roumanian Government under which he is to advance them £2,500,000 
on the security of half the grain and timber supplies guaranteed by the 
Ministry of Commerce to be available in Roumania. Of this sum two millions 
are to be set aside for the purchase of locomotives, and the remaining half 
million is to be free of conditions. 

The importance of this agreement is very great. It is of course a small 
transaction, but it is the first definite achievement of the Roumanian Govern- 
ment in the work of rehabilitating the country. Moreover, it is a question of 
starting the ball rolling. The arrival of the number of locomotives involved 
should facilitate the export of the cereals and timber necessary for further 
credits, and there is in fact no limit to the scope which the scheme may in 
time attain. 

Mr. Moreing leaves for England very shortly, and intends to explain the 
scheme in detail to Your Lordship. 

I have, &c., 
FRANK RATTIGAN 
1 Of J. Bewick, Moreing & Co., see No. 320, n. 4. 


No. 326 
Mr. Rattigan (Bucharest) to Earl Curzon (Received May 6) 


No. ror [196337/196335/19] 
BUCHAREST, April 25, 1920 
My Lord, 

With reference to my despatch No. 99 of yesterday’s date! I have the 
honour to report that the further question of a loan of some sixteen million 
sterling has been discussed between the Roumanian Government and Mr. 
Moreing. The sum in question would be devoted to the reorganization of the 
railways, bridges, and reconstruction work generally. It would be secured 
on the railways; in fact the Roumanian Government appear at length pre- 
pared to go even as far as giving some kind of concession to work the railways. 

Mr. Moreing informed the Minister of Finance that he was not in a posi- 
tion to arrange so large a loan on his own responsibility, but that he would 
be ready to discuss the matter in London with properly accredited Repre- 
sentatives of the Roumanian Government; he believed that the matter could 

1 No. 325. 
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be arranged, if the latter showed themselves ready to look matters in the face 
and offer acceptable terms. 

The Minister of Finance replied that he would go to London immediately 
after the elections, and take with him the Minister of Public Works, and 
perhaps the Minister of Commerce, with full powers to conclude an arrange- 
ment. | 

In an interview which I subsequently had with His Excellency he informed 
me that the Prime Minister would in all probability accompany the Mission 
to London, and that he had every hope of bringing matters to a successful 
conclusion. 

The Queen informed me last night that the Roumanian Government were 
very nervous as to the possibility of their having, by this agreement with 
Mr. Moreing, forged the first link in a system of chains which might eventually 
reduce Roumania to economic bondage to Great Britain. It was largely 
owing to the King’s advice that this agreement had been arrived at. His 
Majesty had been much impressed by some urgent representations I had 
made to him on Thursday last? as to the deplorable financial and economic 
state of the country, and the impossibility of remedying it without foreign 
assistance. In advising His Majesty to look to England for such assistance, I 
had pointed out that Great Britain had prospered under the system of the 
open door, and was a believer in free trade in the real sense of the word. We 
had no wish to impose any kind of bondage on Roumania, but wished to help 
her in such a way as would, while saving her from ruin, benefit our own 
commerce and industry. The Queen said that His Majesty had been con- 
vinced of the sincerity of my assurances and had exerted strong pressure on 
his Government to lose no time in coming to some arrangement with Great 
Britain for the reorganization of the railways and the general reconstruction 
of the country. 

I have, &c., 
FRANK RATTIGAN 
2 April 22. 


No. 327 


Earl Curzon (San Remo)! to the Earl of Derby (Parts) 
Unnumbered Telegraphic? (194292/1321/19] 


SAN REMO, April 26, 1920, 8 p.m. 

Bessarabia. 
At yesterday’s meeting of Supreme Council} I proposed that Bessarabian 
Treaty which has been drafted in Paris, should be referred to Ambassadors’ 


t Lord Curzon was attending the Conference of Allied representatives at San Remo; see 
No. 322, n. 2. 

2 This telegram was repeated as No. 39 to the Foreign Office, where it was received on 
April 27 at 9 a.m. 

3 See Vol. VIII, No. 17, minute 3. 
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Conference who should be authorized to discuss and approve it finally. The 
Council unanimously accepted this proposal. Presumably secretariat will 
notify Ambassadors’ Conference. The United States Ambassador was present 
as an observer. 


No. 328 


Mr. Rattigan (Bucharest) to Earl Curzon (Received May 10) 
No. 114 [196985/196985/19] 


BUCHAREST, May 3, 1920 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to report that a wave of anglophobia appears to be 
passing through this country. Numerous articles have appeared in all 
sections of the Press—even in that under the influence of Mr. Take Jonesco!— 
denouncing Great Britain, and these sentiments are echoed in the speeches 
of many of the public men. 

The substance of the charges brought against us resembles very closely that 
of the recent attacks in the French Press, and I have no doubt that the French 
authorities here are to a large extent responsible for this outburst. They have 
recently shown signs of great jealousy at the predominant position we are 
gradually acquiring in Roumania, both as regards her economic and financial 
development, and in the way of general prestige. 

It is alleged that Great Britain has intentionally acted in such a way as to 
depreciate the currency, and that she is exploiting Roumania’s difficulties 
with a view to imposing upon her conditions equivalent to economic slavery. 
I have pointed out the absurdity of these contentions to many influential 
personages, including the King and Queen, but the Roumanian people gener- 
ally appears to have been convinced that these charges are well-founded. 
I remonstrated with Mr. Take Jonesco in regard to the violent attack 
which had appeared in the press under his influence.? He replied that he had 
not seen the article in question before publication, and that the sentiments 
expressed therein were entirely opposed to his own. He had in fact stated, 
in reply to certain leading questions put to him by a well known French 
journalist named Tavernier, that he was in no way opposed to British policy. 

I said that in these circumstances I would venture to suggest that he might 
give general instructions to his section of the press to publish no leading 
articles in regard to foreign powers in future until they had obtained his 
approval. 

I need hardly add that the Bratianists are doing all in their power to fan the 


1 Leader of the Roumanian Democratic party. 

2 In a subsequent despatch, No. 129 of May 13, Mr. Rattigan wrote: ‘As I have already 
reported, even Mr. Take Jonesco’s organs have published bitter anti-English articles, and 
Mr. Filipesco followed suit. 

‘I sent for both these gentlemen, and explained to them at some length the unwisdom, 
apart from the absence of all justification, of such attacks.’ 
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flames of this anti-British outburst. I sat next to Mr. Bratiano} at luncheon 
recently, and was treated to a virulent attack upon His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment and in particular, Mr. Lloyd George. As Mr. Bratiano is now in a 
private position I was able to treat the discussion as entirely unofficial, and 
to reply in suitable terms. I merely inform Your Lordship of this incident 
as proof that the hatred of the Bratianists for Great Britain is, if anything, 
more violent than ever. 
I have, &c., 
F. RATTIGAN 
3 See No. 304, n. 6. 


No. 329 
Mr. Rattigan (Bucharest) to Earl Curzon (Received May 13, 8.53 a.m.) 


No. 237 Telegraphic [197549/1321/19] 


BUCHAREST, May 11, 1920, 11.5 a.m. 
Urgent 

Your telegram No. 147.! 

In view of anti-English feeling provoked by Bratianist Press campaign I 
thought it politic to ask my French colleague to join me in requesting assur- 
ances regarding the treatment of our nationals in Bessarabia. He agreed to 
do so. I therefore left with him memo. embodying my views, but in spite of 
frequent reminders he has not yet made the communication to Roumanian 
Government.? 

I have accordingly now decided (? to send) to Secretary of State for Foreign 
Affairs separate note, and French Minister has promised to make a communi- 
cation on the same lines without further delay. 

I have asked Roumanian Government. 

(1) To indemnify expropriated British subjects on the same basis as that 
in force in old kingdom. 

(2) To accord fair compensation for expropriation of rights in forests, 
town property, quarries, fisheries etc. 

(3) To repay to proprietors all arrears of rent etc. collected by Roumanian 
authorities up to date of definitive expropriation. Pitts} has received nothing 
on account of these arrears, though they have been collected in full by 
Roumanians. 


t Of April 27, not printed. 

2 In his telegram No. 1602 of May 15 to Paris (not printed) Lord Curzon instructed Lord 
Derby to ‘press the French Government to accelerate the action of the French Legation at 
Bucharest in order that the rights of foreigners in Bessarabia may be adequately protected 
and the settlement of that province may not be delayed’. 

3 Captain Joseph Pitts was H.M. Pro-Consul at Braila. 
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No. 330 


Mr. Raitigan (Bucharest) to Earl Curzon (Received May 20) 
No. 128 [198965/118/19] 


BUCHAREST, May 13, 1920 
My Lord, 

With reference to your despatch No. 176 (193793/19) of the 28th ultimo,! 
I have the honour to report that the situation with regard to the export of oil 
products is as follows:— 

As reported in my despatch No. 92 of April 13th,! as soon as articles ap- 
peared in the press setting forth the main lines of the proposed Decree law 
dealing with the Government monopoly of exports, the Foreign Representa- 
tives concerned requested some explanation of the provisions thereof from 
the Roumanian Government. The Netherlands Minister was informed by 
the Minister of Commerce, that the Press accounts of the intended Decree 
Law were ‘generally speaking’ correct.” 

Upon this a meeting of the Representatives of America, France, Great 
Britain, and the Netherlands was held at which it was decided to address 
forthwith a collective note to the Roumanian Government protesting against 
the manifest injustice, which the Decree Law in question would inflict upon 
the Petroleum Industry. 

The Minister of Foreign Affairs at once invited the four Representatives, 
and the Belgian Minister, who had addressed a similar note to him, to meet 
him at the Foreign Office. He then read to us the reply which he proposed 
to make to our note. It was couched in most violent terms, and ended with 
a strong protest against the action we had taken ‘based as it was on mere 
press rumours’. I replied that these press rumours had been confirmed by 
the Minister of Commerce, and that we could not in these circumstances 
stand aside, and allow a Decree Law to be published which involved grave 
injustice to the interests of our subjects. 

The Minister of Foreign Affairs then read to us a summary of the Decree 
Law contemplated, according to which it was merely the intention of the 
Roumanian Government to acquire the oil stocks at the world price, pay- 
ment to be made in foreign currency. We asked if His Excellency would give 
us an official confirmation of these assurances. He replied that this was un- 
necessary as he would give us verbally but officially the explicit assurance 
that such was the intention of the Roumanian Government. 

When, however, the Decree Law was published, there was, as reported in 
my despatch No. 102,' no mention of any special provisions affecting oil 
exports, while the assurance of the Minister of Foreign Affairs appeared in 

1 Of April 25, not printed. 

2 The Press accounts included a statement that the Government intended to establish 
a monopoly by forcing the sale to them of all petroleum products at internal prices, i.e. at 
one-tenth of the world prices. 


3 The Decree Law ‘dealing with the acquisition by the Government of all exportable 
products’ had been published on April 18. 
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no way to have been fulfilled. The Representatives again protested vigor- 
ously and received a further written assurance from the Minister of Foreign 
Affairs, copy of which is enclosed herewith.' This was in our opinion entirely 
unsatisfactory, and we decided to consult the Oil Companies on the question, 
and on obtaining their views agreed to make further strong representations 
to the Roumanian Government. The views of the Oil Companies have now 
been received, and a meeting of the Representatives is to be held forthwith 
at which a further collective Note will be drafted for presentation to the 
Roumanian Government.‘ 
I regret that by an oversight the Decree Law has not been forwarded to 
Your Lordship. I have the honour to enclose copies herewith.! 
I have, &c., 
FRANK RATTIGAN 
* A copy of this note was forwarded by Mr. Rattigan under cover of his despatch 
No. 132 of May 19. Mr. Rattigan’s action was approved by Lord Curzon in his despatch 
No. 227 of June 10, in which he also said: ‘I consider that the strongest possible pressure 


should be exercised to secure improved conditions of export, as it is evident that, while the 
present regulations are in force, no development of export trade is likely to take place.’ 


No. 331 
Sir A. Young (Belgrade) to Earl Curzon (Received June 7) 


No. 230 [202194/202194/19] 
BELGRADE, May 27, 1920 
My Lord, 

I had the honour finally to receive your telegram No. 98 of May 12! con- 
taining the text of the telegram sent by Sir John Norton Griffiths? to the 
Serbian Government or, as it appeared from a letter received by Lieut. 
Colonel Jordan-Bell,3 from the Communications Section [of the Supreme 
Economic Council] to Mr. Protitch, the Serbian Prime Minister, respecting 
the willingness of the group represented by the former to entertain the con- 
struction of a railway Belgrade-Sarajevo—Spalato, provided that an early 
preliminary survey was made under conditions he enumerated. 

Your Lordship enquired of me how these proposals were regarded by the 
S.H.S. Government. 

Since Mr. Protitch’s administration had been moribund for some weeks 
and the time of the President occupied in negotiations as regards the Cabinet 
which should replace his own, I did not think it likely that any consideration 
would have been given by His Excellency to proposals of the importance of 
those put forward by Sir John Norton Griffiths. In fact I have consistently 
reported to Your Lordship, and I have also maintained in conversation with 
the representatives in Belgrade of financial and industrial firms, that in my 


1 This telegram has a Department of Overseas Trade reference: no copy has been traced 
in Foreign Office archives. 

2 A member of the Jugo-Slavia Syndicate Ltd. of London Wall. 

3 Lt.-Col. C. E. Jordan-Bell was President of the Allied Railway Mission to Yugoslavia. 
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opinion it is most unlikely that the S.H.S. Government will compromise 
themselves in engagements of far-reaching importance until the Elections 
for the Constituent Assembly have been held, the relations between the 
different provinces composing the new Kingdom defined and a Government 
truly qualified to represent the people established. 

However, as soon as the formation of the New Ministry under Mr. 
Vesnitch was completed,* I went to see Dr. Koroshetz, who is continued in 
the post of Minister of Communications, and asked him whether he had 
cognizance of Sir John Norton Griffiths’ telegraphic proposals, made I 
believed to the late Prime Minister, with regard to the construction of a 
Belgrade-Sarajevo—Split Railway. 

Dr. Koroshetz remembered conversations on the subject with Major 
Douglas,’ but no telegram from Sir John Norton Griffiths had been com- 
municated to hisD epartment. 

The Minister, having learnt from me the purport of Sir John Norton 
Griffiths’ telegram, reminded me of the conference of all bodies interested in 
the development of transports which had met at Belgrade on May 3, and 
which had just presented its report. This report, Dr. Koroshetz said, would 
have to be examined and each project submitted to the experts who would 
furnish estimates of the expense likely to be involved by its execution. When 
these estimates were to hand, the Council of Ministers would consider the 
different methods of financing the construction of the projects selected, 
whether the Government would raise the money itself, whether it should do 
so in participation with foreign capitalists or whether it would confide the 
project entirely to foreign capital. I suggested that English capitalists would 
not be likely to entertain proposals for the construction or financing of a rail- 
way project unless after survey and study in which their own engineers and 
their own financial experts had participated. The proposal made by Sir John 
Norton Griffiths to send a joint commission at the cost of the 8.H.S. Govern- 
ment would, while leaving the latter perfectly free in regard to the final 
decision, have the advantage of producing results on which action could be 
at once taken if the Government selected [sic] to construct the railroad 
and to invite the cooperation of British capital. 

Dr. Koroshetz seemed to think that he would be in a better position to 
consider Sir John Norton Griffiths’ proposal in about a month’s time. I said 
that the openings for the employment of British capital abroad were now so 
numerous that it would not necessarily follow that a group who might be 
ready to entertain proposals at one moment would have capital at their 
disposal later on. 

Dr. Koroshetz did not really seem very interested in the subject, but asked 
me for a copy of the telegram in order that a reply to it might be sent. He 
said that these proposals came too soon, and I must confess that anyone 
cognisant of the political, economic and financial situation in Jugo-Slavia 

4 By May 20. 

$ Major J. A. Douglas was in Yugoslavia as a representative of Jugo-Slavia Syndicate 
Ltd. 
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would think so too, though of course I am not sufficiently acquainted with 
the details of the particular project in question to judge of its magnitude or 
the urgency of the need for it. When one recollects that the Adriatic question 
is not yet solved and that it is as yet uncertain what extent of seaboard will 
eventually fall to Jugo-Slavia; what will be the status of Fiume and what the 
economic relations will be between Italy and this country, one can scarcely 
wonder that a Government should hesitate before committing itself in any 
degree to one particular scheme. 

The organisation of the railway and fluvial communications of the new 
Kingdom doubtless presents several complicated features. Belgrade is 
designed to be the converging centre; which will entail, of course, the dis- 
placement of Vienna and Buda Pest in whose interests the existing system 
had been developed. This will necessarily entail some economic waste and 
a loss on the part of some vested interests in which British subjects may be 
participants. The hurry which British capital is showing to establish vested 
interests in transport matters in Austria and Hungary rather on the basis 
that the economic conditions as existing before the war will be re-established, 
has been commented on by me on several occasions. In my opinion the 
attempts to force the hands of the Jugo-Slav Government before they are 
ready will tend to create hostility to the reception of British capital, and 
attempts to use political influence in order to further the designs of British 
capitalists founded on the assumption that the states successors of the Austro- 
Hungarian Monarchy will acquiesce willingly in the maintenance of the 
industrial and commercial supremacy of Vienna and Buda Pest will be 
bound to create suspicion. 

Colonel Grenfell’s plans referred to in my despatch No. 152 of April 176 
are Cases in point. I understand that Directors of the Serbian Navigation 
Company have been recently in Vienna and are not satisfied that the nego- 
tiations with the other Danubian companies for the acquisition of a control- 
ling influence in their composition are as far advanced as Colonel Grenfell 
made out to them. 

There are other points which may lead to delay in any governmental 
decisions with regard to their programme. The desire to nationalise public 
utility services and even other enterprises was very marked in this country 
some three months ago. With the disappearance of the Socialist Ministers 
and with the recent tendency to react against Communistic ideas, not so 
much has been heard of nationalising industries, but a strong nationalist 
feeling remains against being exploited by foreign capitalists. It is evident 
that with the present lack of competition in the supply of capital as well as in 
the supply of material and labour, States in urgent need may fear that they 
are being pressed to make bargains which may appear disadvantageous in 
the light of the economic and financial conditions prevailing some years hence. 

It is also only to be expected that Governments will be conservative as 
regards new enterprises so long as the political and economic conditions of 
Europe seem far from crystallizing into a permanent shape. 

6 Not printed. For Col. Grenfell’s activities see Nos. 70, 98, 109, 161, 189. 
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I transmit herewith, a copy of the report of the Transport conference to 
which allusion is made above.” It would be interesting if it could be taken 
as the result of serious thought and discussion. I am informed, however, that 
this Conference did not take its task very seriously, as having met at the 
culminating moment of the recent railway strike, the representatives of the 
Government were too full of that problem and their success in grappling with 
it to claim full attention to the objects for which the Conference had met. 

I regret that I have no second copy of this report available, but I under- 
stand that Colonel Jordan-Bell has sent one to the Communications Section. 

I also transmit a translation of the reply? which I have just received from 
Dr. Koroshetz to my letter sending him, as requested, a copy of Sir John 
Norton Griffiths’ telegram. I had the honour to send you the gist of it in my 
telegram No. 144 of to-day’s date? 

I have, &c., 


ALBAN YOUNG 
7 Not printed. 


No. 332 
Mr. Ratiigan (Bucharest) to Earl Curzon (Received June 7) 


No. 140 [202175/109901/19] 
BUCHAREST, May 29, 1920 
My Lord, 

With reference to Your telegram No. 171 of May 22nd relative to the 
question of Colonel Boyle being allowed to wear uniform,! I have the honour 
to transmit herewith copy of a despatch from the Military Attaché giving his 
views on this subject. 

I am in general agreement with Colonel Duncan. I would, however, 
remind Your Lordship of the personal intercession of the King of Roumania, 
who requested me to inform you (see my telegram No. 181 of April 4th? and 
my despatch No. 106 of April 26th)3 that Colonel Boyle was being used by 
the extreme socialists as a stalking horse for attacks upon himself, and that, 
consequently, the removal of this officer’s uniform would be hailed by enemies 
of the dynasty as a defeat for the latter. Moreover, I would point out that 
Colonel Boyle is at present the only person who has succeeded in extorting 
from the Roumanian Government a considerable quantity of oil. The 
contract made by him on behalf of the Royal Shell 1s beyond question very 
favourable to the latter; so much so that the Roumanians have made re- 
peated attempts to wriggle out of their engagement. It is common property 
that the question of Colonel Boyle’s status is being considered, and it is 
possible that an order to him to cease wearing uniform may damage his 


' Not printed. This stated that before giving a decision the Director of Military Intelli- 
gence wished for the views and advice of the Military Attaché at Bucharest. 

2 Not printed. The filed copy is dated April 5. 

3 Not printed. 
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prestige, and thus weaken his position ws-d-vis the Roumanian Authorities 
whom he is obliged to keep up to the mark. 

In view of the above circumstances, and in consideration of the undoubted 
services rendered to our cause by Colonel Boyle in Bessarabia and South 
_ Russia during 1917-1918, I venture to recommend that he may be given 
a definite time limit during which he may continue to wear uniform.* In 
order to meet Colonel Duncan’s objections, in which I fully concur, as to the 
undesirability of a British Officer engaging in private business, leave to wear 
uniform for a fixed period might be made conditional on an engagement by 
Colonel Boyle to abstain from all private business as long as he retains such 
uniform. 

I have, &c., 
FRANK RATTIGAN 

4 Lord Hardinge accordingly wrote on June 12 to the Director of Military Intelligence 
suggesting that ‘the Army Council should be moved to allow Lieutenant Colonel Boyle a 


further period, expiring on the 1st September next, within which that officer may be per- 
mitted to continue wearing military uniform’. 


ENCLOSURE IN No. 332 
BUCHAREST, May 29, 1920 
The British Chargé d’ Affaires, 

With reference to Foreign Office telegram regarding the wearing of 
uniform by Lieutenant Colonel Boyle. 

I have the honour to report that from the military regulation point of view, 
no Officer is entitled to wear uniform, in a foreign country, unless he holds 
some Official position, or has been duly accredited by his Government to that 
country in a recognised appointment. 

I understand that Lieutenant Colonel Boyle does not fulfill [szc] these 
conditions. So far as I know, the only grounds on which he could ever wear 
uniform at all on any special occasion, are that he holds the rank of honorary 
Lieutenant Colonel in the Canadian Army. 

The History of how he came to Roumania is somewhat obscure, as is also 
his origin. He seems to have had an adventurous career, spending his early 
days in America in rough circles, having been engaged in gold mining and 
other adventures. Amongst other interests, he is said to have been at one 
time the manager of Slavin the prize fighter. He is generally credited with 
possession of considerable wealth. I believe he was employed in railway 
work in Russia at one time during the late war. At Odessa, he is said to have 
behaved very gallantly in securing the safe withdrawal of a number of 
Roumanian refugees from Bolshevik excesses. He seems later to have been 
employed by the Roumanians in relief work in Bessarabia. 

In some very mysterious way, he had obtained very great influence with 
the Court, on which he is in daily attendance, and where he is believed to 
have very considerable influence. It is a matter of general knowledge that 
he was employed by the Roumanian Court to effect the separation of the 
Crown Prince from the woman he had married. If this be true, and it is a 
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generally accepted fact, it will be realized under how great an obligation he 
has placed the Court. 

At the same time from all accounts, he is engaged in private business, and 
is said to be the representative of one of the largest oil concerns in this country. 

I have seen him shooting with the King, wearing full staff uniform, and . 
he is to be constantly seen in staff uniform driving his own motor-car. Many 
awkard [sic] questions are asked regarding his identity and position. He has 
been repeatedly bitterly attacked in certain sections of the Roumanian press, 
and in this connection, I notice that in one of your recent despatches5 you 
refer to him as a stalking horse by means of which the socialists may attack 
the King. 

I consider that it is most undesirable that an officer wearing uniform 
should be the object of press campaigns, and it is equally undesirable that an 
individual wearing uniform, and staff uniform at that, should be carrying 
on private business. He has refused to obey the Order of the Army Council 
directing him to cease wearing uniform, and he has recently declined to 
accept the Insignia of the Distinguished Service Order until, as he says, his 
position may have been regularised. 

I submit that there can be no question of regularisation of his position, as 
he has no position to regularise. If the Roumanian court choose to employ 
Lieutenant Colonel Boyle or any such person, then I suggest that such an 
one could perform his duties equally well in plain clothes. 

In a country such as this too, the wearing of uniform carries with it con- 
siderable advantages in many ways, and it is unfair that one individual 
should be allowed to defy the regulations to the disadvantage of other 
business men. This fact has been frequently commented on by British 
merchants here. The fact that Lieutenant Colonel Boyle persists in wearing 
uniform would seem to give ground for the supposition that were he to cease 
doing so he would lose prestige and possibly also business advantages. 

In justice, however, to him, I would add that he is believed by several 
Englishmen here to have done a great deal for Roumania, and at the same 
time to [stc] British prestige. Still, I think this good work might equally well 
be carried on in plain clothes, seeing that he has no official position. In view, 
however, of the peculiar position at Court in which Lieutenant Colonel Boyle 
finds himself, and of the influence he possesses, it is possible that the removal 
of his uniform might cause embarrassment to those who are interested in him. 
On this question of diplomatic expediency, I must ask you to be the judge. 

In principle, and in fairness to other Englishmen here, there can be no 
doubt that Lieutenant Colonel Boyle is not entitled, in any way whatsoever, 
to wear uniform, and on these and on purely military grounds, I recommend 
that the carrying out of the Army Council’s orders on the subject be insisted on. 


F. J. DuNcAN 
Colonel 
British Military Attaché 


Bucarest 
5 i.e. Bucharest despatch No. 106 of April 26, see n. 3 above. 
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No. 333 


Mr. Rattigan (Bucharest) to Earl Curzon (Received June 7) 
No. 141 [202176/201928/19] 


BUCHAREST, May 30, 1920 
My Lord, 

With reference to my despatch No. 138 of yesterday’s date! I have the 
honour to report that I had a long conversation last night with the Polish 
Minister, Count Skrzynski, from which it would appear that the account of 
Roumano-Polish relations given me by the Minister for Foreign Affairs is 
far from accurate. 

I would preface my account of this conversation by pointing out that 
Count Skrzynski, unlike certain members of his family, is a convinced 
Ententophil. Moreover, I have every confidence in his sincerity and good 
faith. 

He began by asking me if I had heard certain wild rumours as to a disaster 
to the Polish arms.? I replied that these rumours had reached me from various 
sources, including the Roumanian Minister for Foreign Affairs, and I was 
glad to learn that they were without foundation. Count Skrzynski asserted 
that they had been traced to the French Military Attaché, who, animated 
by an insane jealousy of General Henrys the French Liaison Officer with the 
Poles, was doing his best to decry the successes of the Polish armies. He then 
asked me what the Minister of Foreign Affairs had said to me regarding 
Roumano-Polish relations. As Mr. Zamfiresco had not insisted on the con- 
fidential nature of his remarks to me, except in so far as concerned the offer 
of Odessa, I gave Count Skrzynski a rough account of our conversation. 

The latter declared categorically that Mr. Zamfiresco’s statements were 
devoid of all foundation. What really happened at the interview at the 
Polish Legation was as follows :— 


The discussion was taken up at the direct request of the King. General 
Rosnadowsky* began by saying he had no powers of any kind to negotiate, 
but that both he and the Polish Minister would be glad to give the King and 
General Averesco an idea of the Polish Government’s views. They were in 
favour of a defensive alliance between all the states bordering on Russia 
including Poland, Roumania, Finland, &c. 


t In this despatch (not printed) Mr. Rattigan had reported his interview with the Rou- 
manian Minister for Foreign Affairs on May 29. M. Zamfirescu had mentioned ‘that the 
Poles were exerting great pressure on Roumania with a view to obtaining her active co- 
operation against the Bolshevists’ and had informed him ‘that Roumania had been offered 
Odessa by Poland as the price of her active co-operation against the Bolsheviks’. 

2 For references to the Soviet offensive against Poland in the latter part of May, see 
Vol. XI, Nos. 279, 283, 284, and 288. 

3 In his telegram No. 278 of June 3 (not printed) Mr. Rattigan reported that the King of 
Roumania had ‘given me an account of Polish-Roumanian negotiations which entirely 
confirms Polish Minister’s version’. 

4 Polish Chief of the General Staff. 
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A discussion followed during which from first to last no mention was made 
of Odessa or any other inducement to Roumania. (I would add in paren- 
thesis that Count Skrzynski began by telling me that the Roumanian General 
Staff were anxious to take Odessa and had been advised to do so by the 
French Military Attaché. I replied that I had heard the suggestion came 
from the Poles.) The Polish Minister stated categorically that they in no 
way desired active cooperation in any form on the part of Roumania, but 
merely wished for the moral support accruing from her adhesion to a defen- 
sive alliance of the border states. 

A formula was drawn up and agreed to by the Roumanian King and Prime 
Minister. This was to the following effect. 


‘On reconnait de commun accord qu’un échange de vues serait utile 
sur les points suivants: 


‘1) Sur la maniére la plus efficace pour assurer les territoires contre 
toute atteinte probable. 

‘2) Sur la facon de procéder afin d’obtenir une paix convenable avec 
les Soviets ou une Russie quelconque et en assurer |’exécution. 

*g) Sur les démarches communes auprés des Principales Puissances 
Alliées pour saufgarder [sic] plus efficacement les intéréts spéciaux 
des pays limitrophes de |’Ancienne Russie. 

“Tous ces pourparlers ou échanges de vues ne peuvent avoir de suite 
définitive qu’aprés l’entente préalable avec les Alliés.’ 


On my asking Count Skrzynski what Poland hoped to gain by the adhesion 
of Roumania to a purely defensive Alliance, to which she was to contribute 
nothing but moral support, he replied that the Polish Government had two 
ends in view :— 


1) They desired to obtain the solidarity of all the border states against the 
Bolsheviks and preclude attempts at separate peace negotiations with 
the latter. 

2) They wished to prevent Roumania falling under German influence 
again by causing her to enter a bloc relying on the support of the Allies. 


In this connection I would observe that I have reason to agree with the 
Polish Minister in thinking that Italy, or at any rate the Italian Legation, 
are doing their utmost to impart to Roumanian policy a German orientation, 
the idea being to undermine the influence of France and Great Britain. The 
Italians here are at no pains to hide their convictions as to an Italo-German 
understanding or even alliance being arrived at in the near future, and are 
advising the Roumanians that their interests will be best served by joining 
this combination. For this reason I would strongly urge that we should 
support as far as possible the policy of Poland in so far as it is directed to- 
wards persuading Roumania to join in a purely defensive alliance between 
the states concerned. This would in my opinion deal a fatal blow to the 
Italian intrigues described above, as Roumania would thereby be obliged 
to remain with the Allied Powers. 
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The Polish Minister has begged me to use my influence with the King in 
order to obtain the adhesion of Roumania to the proposed defensive Alliance. 
In the circumstances, subject to Your Lordship’s approval, and in view of 
my conviction as to the real danger involved in the Italian intrigues, I would 
propose to broach the subject on general lines with the King. I would speak 
to His Majesty in the sense of Mr. Lloyd George’s advice to M. Patek,5 and 
trust Your Lordship will approve my going so far as to say that I am per- 
sonally convinced that my Government would not be opposed to a purely 
defensive alliance between Poland and Roumania of the innocent nature 
described above. I would point out the very significant fact that the proposal 
for such an alliance 1s assailed with particular violence by the Bratianists and 
other enemies of Great Britain. It is food for irony that their main argument 
against it is that it would be looked upon with disfavour by His Majesty’s 
Government. 
I have, &c., 
F, RATTIGAN 
5 See Vol. ITI, No. 664. 


No. 334 


Earl Curzon to Earl Granville (Athens) 
No. 78 Telegraphic [200977/1130/19| 
Urgent. Confidential FOREIGN OFFICE, June I, 1920, 9 p.m. 


Your tels. Nos. 130! and 131! (of goth and 31st May—occupation of 
Koritza). 

Resistance to such an occupation seems to me exceedingly likely. We have 
warned Greek Minister here that H.M.G. cannot approve of the occupation 
of this territory at a moment when whole Albanian question 1s under con- 
sideration. If Monsieur Venizelos brings up question in conversation you 
may repeat this friendly warning to him, but it does not seem necessary for 
you to raise it otherwise since M. Venizelos appears from your telegram under 
reply to be acting in accordance with our advice.? 

t Not printed. 

2 In his No. 131 Lord Granville had reported that M. Venizelos had decided to act on 
the advice of the Foreign Office and to postpone occupation of Koritza until the final decision 
of the Peace Conference on Albania. His decision had been assisted by the arrival at Janina 
of an Albanian Mission which had proposed negotiations. In a note to Lord Curzon dated 
May 31 M. Caclamanos, the Greek Minister at London, confirmed that the ‘Greek Govern- 


ment, respecting the recommendation of the British Government, has given orders for the 
stopping of any further advance of the Greek troops... .’ 
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No. 335 
Earl Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received June 17) 


No. 214 [204270/27912/19] 
ATHENS, June I, 1920 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to report that, since the abolition of martial law,' the 
Opposition have become more and more violent and have begun to demand, 
almost openly, the restoration of ex-King Constantine.? Monsieur Rouffos, 
the ex-Deputy, who was imprisoned for his letter to the papers in 1917, 
accusing Captain Shute} of having come to Athens to murder King Con- 
stantine, has just been released under the amnesty, and announced his 
intention of paying an official visit to Patras, which is his constituency. Pre- 
parations were made by his friends and supporters to give him a tremendous 
reception, and the local Venizelists thereupon decided to have a counter- 
manifestation. The Government realized that this would certainly lead to 
trouble and probably even bloodshed; their first idea, Monsieur Politis* told 
me yesterday, was not to interfere with the Rouffos manifestation, in order 
to avoid the accusation of using their power to suppress their opponents, but 
to forbid the Venizelist counter-manifestation: this, of course, made the 
Venizelists very indignant and so finally it was decided to prohibit all open- 
air meetings or manifestations, and a circular, of which I enclose a translation 
taken from the ‘Messager d’Athénes’, was issued in this sense.5 

It was also announced in the papers that a law was to be submitted at 
once to the Chamber, amplifying and reinforcing the Article in the Constitu- 
tion, with regard to insults to the Sovereign. This Bill was introduced 
yesterday by the Minister of Justice, who explained in his speech that it was 
rendered necessary by the action of certain members of the Opposition in 
raising the question of the restoration of the ex-King, and being thus guilty 
of treason towards the reigning Sovereign. Monsieur Popp, one of the few 
moderate Opposition leaders, who still sits in the Chamber, opposed the Bill 
vehemently, on the ground of its very grave infringements on the liberty of 
the subject, and, especially, on account of the opportunity it would give 
for venting private rancours, by denouncing persons who might often be 
innocent. Thereupon Monsieur Venizelos rose, admitted the justice of 
Monsieur Popp’s criticism, and withdrew the Bill, for the present, at least 
until it could be reconsidered and revised, but declared that, in the circum- 
stances and in view of the attitude of the ‘Sixteen’,® martial law must be 
reimposed. I enclose an account of these speeches taken from the ‘Progrés’.s 

1 In a speech at Athens on May 2 M. Venizelos had announced that martial law would 
be abolished and generous amnesty measures would be adopted immediately. 

2 King Constantine had left Greece in June 1917 and designated his second son, Alex- 
ander, as his successor. 

3 Captain Astley Shute, a member of the Passport Control Commission in Greece. 

4 Greek Minister for Foreign Affairs. $ Not printed. 


6 i.e. the sixteen Opposition leaders who had combined to attack the Venizelist Govern- 
ment. 
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As Your Lordship is aware, I have always felt confident that, provided the 
decisions of the Peace Conference were favourable to Greece, Monsieur 
Venizelos was safe to secure a majority—and probably a big majority—at 
the elections. I confess that during the last few days my confidence has been 
a good deal shaken: any number of people have told me stories of the strong 
feeling existing in the country against him, and especially against his col- 
leagues in the Government, and the violence of the attacks on the Opposition 
in the Venizelist Press, coupled with the strong measures of repression taken, 
or threatened, by the Government, appeared to me to indicate a want of 
confidence and a fear that the Opposition were gaining ground. Without, of 
course, showing too much of my own doubts, I questioned Monsieur Politis 
yesterday and Monsieur Venizelos to-day on the subject, and both declared 
categorically that they were as confident as ever. Monsieur Venizelos, who 
was in the best of spirits, repeated to me his conviction that he would have 
a crushing majority. He explained that nobody could regret more than he 
did the necessity for repression, but it was his business to maintain order in 
the country—especially during the period when he would again be obliged 
to be absent, in connection with the Turkish Treaty and the Spa Conference ;7 
it was not that he was afraid of the Opposition gaining ground—he was 
certain that they were in a small minority—but he was afraid that, if they 
were allowed to go in for open Constantinist propaganda, his own friends 
who felt, rightly, such bitterness against the ex-King would be led to violent 
counter-manifestations, with the certain results of riots and bloodshed; 
martial law would be exercised with as much moderation as possible and 
the Government had not yet decided whether they would reimpose the 
‘preventive’ censorship, or content themselves with prosecuting editors and 
writers who published dangerous articles. He agreed that one objection to 
preventive censorship was that it had to be done in a hurry and often by 
subordinate officials, but on the other hand the punishment of offenders was 
apt to cause even more bad blood. 

He was to have left for Paris to-morrow morning, but has postponed his 
departure for 48 hours. He told me that the Chamber will adjourn at the 
end of this week, to meet again as soon as he returns with the Turkish Treaty 
signed; he calculates that the ratification can take place within three weeks, 
whereupon the Chamber will be dissolved and the ‘electoral period’ will 
open: then every possible freedom will be given again though he will still 
forbid and prosecute any attempt to raise the Constantine question. 

Your Lordship will observe that Monsieur Venizelos denied in his speech 
that the new Chamber would be a Constituent Assembly or that he had ever 
promised that it would be; the Opposition papers are already quoting various 
occasions on which Monsieur Venizelos most distinctly announced that a 
Constituent Assembly would be convoked as soon as possible. 

I have, &c., 
GRANVILLE 


7 M. Venizelos represented Greece at the Inter-Allied Conference at Spa; for meetings 
attended by him see Vol. VIII, Nos. 47 and 62. 
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No. 336 
Earl Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received June 17) 


No. 219 [204272/38884/19] 
ATHENS, June 4, 1920 
My Lord, 

With reference to my Telegram No. 128 of the 28th. ultimo,! I have the 
honour to transmit to Your Lordship, herewith, copies of a Despatch, with 
its enclosures,? which has been addressed to me by the Vice Admiral, Head of 
the British Naval Mission, recording a very important conference, which he 
has had with Monsieur Venizelos, the Minister of Marine and the Chief of 
the Naval General Staff, enclosing copies of a report which he has drawn up, 
as a result of that Conference, to show how economies can be effected in the 
Greek Navy, and explaining his views on the disastrous results, which will 
ensue if such economies are adopted. 

Admiral Kelly’s Despatch 1s necessarily long, but I venture to beg Your 
Lordship to read it with attention, as it raises a question of very great poli- 
tical importance and appears to me to state the case with great ability and 
clearness. 

I, like Admiral Kelly, have understood that the policy of His Majesty’s 
Government, in sending out, not only a Naval Mission, but such a particu- 
larly strong and important Naval Mission, was to assist the Greek Govern- 
ment to form a small but thoroughly efficient Navy, on which, in view of the 
close relations existing between the two countries, we should be able to count 
to relieve us of some of our naval responsibilities in the Eastern Mediter- 
ranean. I can but accept Admiral Kelly’s expert opinion, which indeed only 
confirms what seems pretty obvious even to the lay mind, that if the Greek 
Navy is reduced to a few old-fashioned vessels, the training of officers and 
men cannot be satisfactorily carried on, with the result that if and when, in 
better financial times, Greece tries to build or purchase new ships she will 
have no personnel capable of serving in them. 

I venture, therefore, to suggest that His Majesty’s Government must 
seriously consider whether they are prepared to give up all idea of a useful 
Greek Navy under British influence, in which case it would seem hardly 
worth while to have a Naval Mission here at all, or whether they will make 
a financial sacrifice, the greatness of which depends on the probability of 
finding a profitable market for the ships in question, by handing over these 
ships at a greatly reduced price. 

I should add, confidentially, that Admiral Kelly has gathered unofficially, 
since his conference with Monsieur Venizelos, that the latter is weakening 
in his opposition, and that there is a hope that he might consent to allocate 
say one million, five hundred thousand pounds, for the purchase of the best 
possible material. 

In conclusion I would refer Your Lordship again to the undertaking 


1 Not printed. 2 The enclosures are not printed. 
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given in 19153 and urge that, in view of the attitude adopted by His Majesty’s 
Government towards Monsieur Venizelos’ Governments, both at Salonika 
and here, it might well be regarded as a moral obligation, in spite of the 
failure of King Constantine’s Germanophil Government, to accept it.4 

I have, &c., 


GRANVILLE 

3 Cf. paras. 18-21 of enclosure. 

* On Sept. 2 in his despatch No. 457 Lord Curzon transmitted to Lord Granville a copy 
of a letter from the Admiralty containing a revised basis for the proposed transfer of British 
warships to the Hellenic Government together with a copy of a letter from the Treasury 
‘from which it appears that they will only sanction the revised basis on the condition that 
the offer is accepted as a whole by the Greek Government’. On Oct. 8 Mr. Russell (see 
No. 404, n. 1) telegraphed (Athens No. 249): ‘Greek Government will decline offer of all 
or any ships on grounds of economy but will undertake to construct new naval arsenal. ... 
Personally I doubt utility of further pressure [for purchase of ships]. Preference for arsenal 


scheme may depend on personal considerations. I understand that contract will be given to 
British firm.’ 


ENCLOSURE IN No. 336 
Vice-Admiral Kelly to Earl Granville (Athens) 
No. 6C 


Secret BRITISH NAVAL MISSION, ATHENS, June 4, 1920 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to forward for your information and that of His Majesty’s 
Government a report on a conference held on Ist June 1920, to discuss the 
future Greek Naval Policy, and of [stc] the effects of the decisions taken at 
that conference. 

2. There were present at the meeting the President of the Council (M. 
Venizelos), The Minister of Marine (M. Miaulis), the Vice Admiral In- 
spector General (Admiral Kelly), and the Chief of the Naval General Staff 
(Rear Admiral Kakoulides). 

3. The meeting was held primarily to obtain a decision as to the purchase 
of certain British ships, as proposed in Admiralty Letter C.P. 110348/20,5 
before the departure of the President for Paris and London, and secondly to 
clear up the financial situation which, as regards the Navy, is entirely un- 
satisfactory. 

4. The Vice Admiral explained the situation of the Navy, which at the 
present time consists of no vessels of any military value, and of no vessels 
suitable for carrying out naval training in accordance with modern naval 
ideas. 

5. In agreement with his naval policy submitted to and approved by the 
Greek Government, it had already been decided to purchase a very limited 


5 Of May 15 to the Foreign Office, not printed. A copy of this letter was sent to Athens 
by the Foreign Office in despatch No. 229 of May 20. 
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number of comparatively modern war vessels from the British Government, 
which were to form a training squadron for the training and instruction of 
the Greek Navy, until such time as the national finances would permit of the 
carrying out of a co-ordinated programme of Naval Construction suitable to 
the needs and engagements of the Country. 

6. The general terms of the Admiralty reply to the proposals of the Greek 
Government for this transaction had been conveyed unofficially to the 
President and the Minister of Marine, so that the matter could be dealt with 
before the departure of the President. The official reply passing through the 
ordinary diplomatic channels would not arrive until after his departure. 

7. The Admiralty offer was as follows:—to supply two Light Cruisers 
(formerly the property of the Greek Government), six destroyers, two ‘H’ 
class submarines, and two mine sweeping trawlers, for a sum of £2,336,000. 
These vessels to be purchased as and where they lie, all refits, and recon- 
ditioning to be carried out at the expense of the Greek Government. The 
following items are not included in the above price:—Paravanes and gear, 
Continuous Wave Wireless sets, Torpedoes, Oil fuel sprayers, Victualling 
stores, Depth charges, machine guns and small arms, certain parts of Fire 
Control gear, Director firing gear, ammunition and motor alternators. 

The repairs, and some of these items, especially torpedoes, would amount 
to a large sum, and the total cost to the Greek Government would not be far 
short of three millions sterling by the time the ships fully equipped arrived in 
the country. 

8. The President explained the financial situation of the country, and 
regretted that under these conditions it would be quite impossible to purchase 
the ships in question. 

He proposed that a certain portion of the existing fleet should be disposed 
of, and that efforts should be made to carry out the instruction and training 
of the Navy for the next few years with the existing fleet, suggesting that the 
four destroyers of the ‘LEON’ type should be used for this purpose, and as 
harbour training ships. 

g. The Vice Admiral explained at some length the absolute impossibility 
of this proposal, and also pointed out that there would be an interim period 
where there would be no vessels of any sort for carrying out the training. 
Also that destroyers which could not be kept at sea were useless for training 
purposes, especially for training in big ship work. He put forward the alter- 
native proposal that the Greek Navy might be considered as not absolutely 
essential, and that with the existing material the annual budget was a gross 
waste of money urgently needed in other directions. It would be better to 
demobilise the Navy, as by the time a new programme had been carried into 
effect under present prospects, none of the present officers or men would be 
capable of working a modern ship of war. This the President agreed, from 
political reasons, would be impossible. 

10. The Vice Admiral begged that a sum of from one to one and a half 
millions sterling should be put at his disposal, to see what the Admiralty 
would be willing to supply for that amount. Even this proposal the President 


408 


was not prepared to accept, fearing the increase which the purchase of the 
new ships would cause on the annual estimates. 

11, The President finally asked that fresh proposals for effecting economy 
in the Navy should be put forward, and though more from politeness on 
account of the insistence of the Vice Admiral than anything else, he did not 
entirely shut the door on the proposal to spend a very restricted sum, it was 
evident that he was not prepared at the present time to make any expenditure 
of any importance on the Navy. 

12. The only purchase he was prepared to approve was that of two 
Italian submarines of a type similar to the ‘H’ class, which have been offered 
new and complete in all respects for a sum of £45,000 each at the present 
rate of exchange, whereas the Admiralty price for similar vessels second hand 
is £102,000 each. 

13. In accordance with these instructions proposals were at once drawn 
up by [the] Vice Admiral for effecting drastic economies in the Navy. These 
include the scrapping of 37 vessels of no military value, many of which had 
already been condemned and prepared for sale. A copy of the proposals 
together with a covering letter are attached to this report.? 

14. As this change of policy is directly opposed to the instructions written 
and verbal which were received by the Vice Admiral before taking up his 
appointment, the matter is no longer a question of domestic policy, but 
becomes one of general policy as between the British and Greek Govern- 
ments. These reports are therefore forwarded with the following explanatory 
remarks for the information of His Majesty’s Government, and for such 
action as they may think fit to take in the matter. 

15. The general policy followed by the Head of the Mission which 1s 
approved by the Greek Government, and is believed to be in accordance 
with the wishes of His Majesty’s Government, is briefly as follows :— 

To carry out the training and development of the Greek Navy and of the 
Greek Naval Air Service in so far as the finances of the country will admit, 
in such a manner that in the future the Greek Fleet, Naval Establishments 
and Air Service, may be counted upon to render valuable service to the 
British Forces in the Eastern Mediterranean, and thus to enable the British 
Government to effect considerable economies in these regions by the sub- 
stitution, in part, of Greek for British forces, with the consequent transfer o 
expenses from the British to the Greek Budget. | 

16. To this end the British Government have given material assistance by 
facilitating the training of Greek officers in Great Britain, and in many other 
ways, also by a munificent gift of 50 aeroplanes to the Greek Naval Air 
Service, together with many other valuable facilities granted to the Greek 
Navy. 

17, On their part the Greek Government are only too anxious to fulfil 
their engagements as far as possible, and it is no exaggeration to say that no 
question of business or policy is settled without British interests having been 
taken into the fullest consideration. 

18. The weakness of the Greek Navy at the present time is due to the fact 
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that two light cruisers ‘Chester’ and ‘Birkenhead’, four destroyers ‘Medea’ 
class, and one repair ship building 1n Great Britain for the Greek Navy, were 
taken over by the British Government during the war, on the understanding 
that, if desired, the British Government would replace them by similar 
vessels of an up-to-date type at the end of the war, the British Government 
bearing all extra expense incurred through any rise in the cost of wages or 
material. 

19. Through the neglect of the Constantine Government, at a time when 
the Provisional Government of M. Venizelos was also recognised by His 
Majesty’s Government, this offer was not accepted, but it is not clear that the 
engagement has lapsed, as the records of the subject in Athens are incomplete. 

20. To carry this engagement into effect at the present time would involve 
His Majesty’s Government in a direct loss of approximately one and a half 
million pounds (£1,500,000) over and above the original cost of the ships 
which would be borne by the Greek Government. 

21. The Greek Government have far too lively a sense of gratitude for the 
inestimable help in every direction they have received from the British 
Government to dream of putting forward any claim under this engagement, 
in fact they tacitly admit that the engagement was allowed to lapse and are 
bringing a criminal action against those responsible, but it is still open to 
consideration as to whether, in view of these political upheavals at the 
critical time, there does not rest some slight moral obligation to make good 
in part the harm done by the Germanophile Government. 

22. If this was accepted the most useful and uncommittal [stc] way of 
doing so would be to supply the ships proposed at a price considerably below 
their value. 

23. The reason the Greek Government are unable to carry out their 
original intentions is on account of the continued and unexpected expense 
incurred by the delay in signing the Turkish Peace, which necessitates the 
continued mobilisation of the Greek Army at an expense of about 3,000,000 
drachmas per day for pay and victualling alone, without counting expenses 
for material. The pacification of the Countries allotted to them is obviously 
their duty, but the delay in dealing with the opposition cannot be attributed 
to them, and in the final execution they will be carrying out operations 
which would otherwise have fallen to the Allies, of which the expense, at any 
rate, would largely have fallen on the British Exchequer. If this argument 
also may be brought forward in order to obtain a large reduction in the price 
suggested by the British Government, it may still be possible to obtain 
sufficient vessels to continue the training of the Greek Navy during this 
trying period, and the Greek Navy may still look forward to filling with 
dignity, in more prosperous days, the role, desired by every officer and man 
in the fleet, of serving with and fighting for their British comrades of the 
Mediterranean Fleet. 

I have, &c., 
A. H. KELiy 
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No. 337 
Mr. Rattigan (Bucharest) to Earl Curzon (Received June 15) 


No. 144 [203825/199395/19] 


Confidential | BUCHAREST, June 5, 1920 
My Lord, 

In continuation of my telegram No. 256,! I have the honour to report that 
the situation with regard to the transfer to a Belgian group of enemy oil 
shares is as follows: 

In spite of the assurances, given me by the Minister of Finance, to the 
effect that he was unpleasantly surprised by the raising of the sequester on 
the three enemy companies in question,? I learnt that a large pot de vin had 
been offered to one of his intimate friends, and that, in consequence, the 
Minister was to a great extent responsible for the action taken by the Ministry 
of Justice. In these circumstances, as the Prime Minister was absent, I spoke 
very strongly on the matter to the Minister for Foreign Affairs, who appears 
to have remonstrated with the Ministers of Finance and Justice. His remon- 
strances had however no apparent effect. 

Meanwhile, the King learnt of what had taken place, and sent an emissary 
to ask me for my views. I explained to the latter that Roumania, in signing 
the Treaty of Peace, had engaged herself under article 297 to set aside all 
such enemy holdings for the purpose of indemnifying Allied interests for 
losses inflicted by the Germans. It seemed to me a serious blunder for her 
to allow such holdings to be transferred to foreign subjects. The next stage 
in the proceedings would be that the Americans, who had long been after the 
Steaua Romana,? would seize on the present case as a precedent, and demand 
the transfer to them of the enemy holdings in this important Company. In 
this way Roumania would do herself out of a considerable asset. 

The King subsequently sent for me, and said that he was seriously alarmed 
at the possible consequence of the action taken by his Government. I ex- 
plained my views as stated above. 

Shortly after my audience His Majesty sent another emissary, who con- 
veyed to me discreetly that the King had intervened strongly with the Prime 
Minister, but that, as it was thought unadvisable that this intervention 
should be known, it would be well for myself, and the French Minister, to 
make a collective démarche with the Prime Minister. 

We accordingly called the same evening on the Prime Minister. I ex- 
plained the position fully to General Averesco, who said that the Minister of 
Justice was a great legal authority and must have good grounds for his 
decision. What therefore could he do? I replied that the Tribunal no doubt 
decided the matter on a point of law, but where the actual law of the country 

! Of May 21, not printed. 

2 The interview took place on May 21: the companies concerned were the Concordia, 
the Credit Petrolifer, and the Vega. 


3 Before the 1914-18 war the largest and most prosperous German petroleum Company 
in Roumania. 


ATI 


conflicted directly with the treaty engagements of the state, the latter could 
obviously intervene, and have the decision of the Tribunal quashed. The 
Prime Minister appeared doubtful whether this could be done, but said he 
would examine the question carefully. We pointed out that the matter was 
urgent as we gathered that the period in which an appeal could be made 
expired very shortly. 

The Prime Minister then asked us how it was that the British and French 
Governments had pressed Mr. Bratiano some time ago to raise the sequesters 
on the enemy companies, and proceed with their liquidation. 

We replied that this was an entirely different matter from the case under 
discussion. All our Governments had proposed was to associate themselves, 
in concert with the Roumanian Government, in the liquidation of such 
companies, whereas the decision, of which we complained, meant the transfer 
of enemy holdings to a private foreign group, and the consequent alienation 
from Government control. 

In a subsequent conversation with Mr. Argetoyano, the Minister of 
Finance, the latter informed me that, after careful examination of the 
question, he found himself entirely unable to agree with the views of my 
French Colleague and myself. I replied that this was a pity, as I was con- 
vinced that Roumania was committing a gross blunder for which she might 
have to pay heavily in the future. Mr. Argetoyano appeared somewhat 
taken aback, but I did not continue the discussion. 

General Averesco sent for me again last evening, and said he was most 
anxious not to take any action which might annoy Great Britain and France, 
but he did not know what he could do. I replied that I had already explained 
the course of action which I thought the Government could take, and had 
nothing further to add. His Excellency was very apologetic, and said he 
hoped the Allies would understand that he did not wish to offend them. I 
said that apart from the impression which this decision might make on the 
Allied Governments, it appeared to me disastrous from the point of view of 
Roumania’s own interests. 

The Prime Minister hinted that, as a matter of fact, the decision was of 
little importance, as the actual shares were not stamped in accordance with 
the provisions of the Decree Law regulating this question, and consequently 
the Government could refuse to recognize their validity. I did not enter into 
a discussion of this aspect of the situation, and merely repeated my view that 
the best course seemed to me for the Government to intervene, while there 
was yet time, on the grounds I had stated. 

I have, &c., 
FRANK RATTIGAN 
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No. 338 


Earl Curzon to Mr. Rattigan (Bucharest) 
No. 189 Telegraphic [202176/201928/19] 
® FOREIGN OFFICE, fune II, 1920, 6 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 278 (of June 3rd)! and despatches Nos. 138? and 141.3 

No encouragement should be given to Roumania to make an alliance, 
even of a defensive nature, with Poland. If the Roumanian Government 
make such alliance responsibility must be theirs. 


™ See No. 333, n. 3. 2 See No. 333, n. 1. 
3 No. 333. 


No. 339 


Mr. Rattigan (Bucharest) to Earl Curzon (Received June 17, 6 p.m.) 
No. 290 Telegraphic [204370/118/19] 


Very urgent BUCHAREST, June 13, 1920, 9.30 p.m. 


I called this morning to congratulate Take Jonescu on his appointment as 
Minister for Foreign Affairs. He had just returned from taking oath and was 
in depths of depression. He begged me not to congratulate him as by taking 
office he had accepted part responsibility for a criminal blunder, of which he 
had only learnt after he had agreed to enter Government. He referred to 
decree law, which was signed yesterday afternoon by King after three days’ 
opposition, conferring on one new Oil Company, a creation of Ventila 
Bratiano, total monopoly for sale and export of oil. By this measure all other 
Oil Companies would be forced to hand over to a rival Company, at a price 
to be fixed ostensibly by Government but really by that Company, all their 
oil products. 

Take Jonescu informed me that he had protested bitterly to the Prime 
Minister and to Minister of Finance pointing out injustice of measure and 
certainty of violent protests from Allies ultimately and consequent unlike- 
lihood of (? secur)ing foreign financial assistance which was so urgently 
required. 

Prime Minister did not appear to understand question and Minister of 
Finance replied that Allied protests did not matter.! 

Take Jonescu was unable to make any effect on them and informed me 
that he had at first decided to refuse at eleventh hour post of Minister for 


1 In his despatch No. 153 of June 17, received in the Foreign Office on June 24, Mr. 
Rattigan reported that the ‘Representatives of America, Belgium, France, Great Britain, 
and the Netherlands, held a meeting yesterday to decide on the action to be taken in regard 
to this matter. A collective note was drawn up, and handed to the Roumanian Government 
last evening.’ He added that the Decree Law had raised an outcry from all sections of the 
petroleum industry. 
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Foreign Affairs. In the end he felt it to be his duty to the country to take 
office in order to do what he could to mitigate this criminal folly and that he 
expected to be overwhelmed with Allied protests as soon as decree law was 
published. He believed to some extent measure was result of plot on the part 
of Bratianists to discredit himself and Prime Minister with Allies. Prime 
Minister was too stupid to see through this and his advisers had been heavily 
bribed. 

Decree law is not yet published but if it is as described I would desire to 
withdraw my recommendation that Roumanian efforts to obtain large loan 
from British group may be treated sympathetically. 


No. 340 
Mr. Rattigan (Bucharest) to Earl Curzon (Received June 17, 11.45 a.m.) 
No. 291 Telegraphic [204204/199395/19] 
Very urgent. Confidential. Immediate BUCHAREST, une 13, 1920, 9.30 p.m. 


My immediately preceding telegram.! 

Take Jonescu informed me confidentially that French group of financiers 
headed by a Monsieur Champain, representing they alleged a ‘Banque de 
Paris-Netherlands’,? were attempting to acquire German holdings in Steaua 
Romana. These gentlemen had assured him that they had been advised by 
high official circles in Paris to go ahead and push things through before 
British (? could) get wind of it and protest. Take Jonescu replied that he 
could not support such a mean attempt to go behind Anglo-French agree- 
ment,} of which he entirely approved. I will see French Minister at once and 
protest to him against underhand action of this French group, but meanwhile 
Your Lordship may think it . . .4 to take steps in Paris. 

Repeated to Paris. 

! No. 339. 

2 In the Foreign Office ‘Pays Bas’ was inserted above ‘Netherlands’. 

3 i.e. the ‘Agreement between Great Britain and France regarding the Oil (Petroleum) 
Interests of the two Countries’ concluded at San Remo on April 25, 1920, the text of which 


is printed in B.F.S.P., vol. 113, pp. 350-3. See also No. 353, n. 5, below and Vol. VIII, 
No. 14, n. I. 4 The text is here uncertain. 


No. 341 
Mr. Rattigan (Bucharest) to Earl Curzon (Received June 17, 3.45 p.m.) 
No. 293 Telegraphic [204372/19377/19] 
Confidential BUCHAREST, June 14, 1920, 9 p.m. 


I learn from a reliable source that Germans have offered to re-organize 
Roumanian railways without any guarantee or conditions whatsoever. 
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Powerful section of Government headed by Argetoyano, late Minister of 
Finance now Minister of the Interior, who dominates Prime Minister, is 
evidently working with Bratianists and probably Italian Minister to give 
Roumanian policy a German orientation. 

I am warning both King and Prime Minister as to the dangers of such a 
policy and my French colleague is taking similar action with latter. 

Bratianists have re-opened a violent anti-British campaign representing 
Anglo-French ‘Accord’ regarding Roumania! as a shameless attempt to ex- 
ploit latter by forcing her into a position of financial and economic bondage. 
This campaign has undoubtedly had considerable effect on public opinion. 

Take Jonescu is doing his best to combat it by pointing out bad faith of 
Bratiano in misrepresenting ‘accord’ of entirely true character, of true con- 
ditions of which he is perfectly aware. 

Argetoyano recently informed Cozens Hardy, representing Moreeas 
[? Moreing’s’] group,? that Roumanian Government had reason to believe 
that Blan(? c)3 had failed to obtain financial assistance in (? Silesia). When 
going back on written agreement with Moreeas, Argetoyano replied that 
Roumanian Government preferred to have no dealings with a country which 
treated Roumania so badly and that they would have to look elsewhere. He 
obviously meant Germany. 

1 See No. 340, n. 3. 2 See No. 320, n. 4, and No. 325. 


3 M. Aristide Blanc, a Roumanian financier and director of the Banque Marmorosch, 
Blank & Cie. 


No. 342 


Colonel Baldwin to Earl Curzon (Received June 16) 


No. 28 [203952/9255/19 Commercial] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, June 15, 1920 
My Lord, 

In connexion with my despatch No. 15 of March Ist? last relative to the 
International Conference which, in accordance with Article 349 of the Treaty 
of Versailles, is to decide on the future administration of the Danube from the 
Black Sea to Ulm, I have the honour to inform Your Lordship that on my 
arrival in Roumania to take part as British representative in the session of the 
European Commission of the Danube I found that a newspaper campaign 
directed against the existence of the Commission in its present form had been 
in progress for some time. 

2. As Your Lordship is aware, the European Commission of the Danube, 
which is at present composed of representatives of Great Britain, France, 
Italy and Roumania, has complete administrative and executive power 
over that part of the River which is accessible to sea-going vessels and is pos- 
sibly the truest existing expression of international administration. The 

1 H.M. representative on the European Commission of the Danube. Between May 17 


and June 1 Col. Baldwin had presided over meetings of the Commission at Galatz and 
Sulina; he returned to London on June 3. 2 Not printed. Cf. No. 153, nn. 1 and 3. 
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Commission has been extraordinarily successful in the past and it has been the 
consistent policy of His Majesty’s Government to oppose any diminution of 
its powers or any modification of its jurisdiction. This policy, which has the 
entire support of the French Government, has been reaffirmed in the instruc- 
tions which have been given to His Majesty’s Representative on the Inter- 
national Conference? which, under Article 349 of the Treaty of Versailles, 
is to meet in Paris in August next. 

3. The Roumanian newspaper campaign to which I have referred de- 
clares, on the other hand, that the time has come when the administration of 
the navigable mouths of the Danube should be entrusted to Roumania and 
when the presence of foreigners in its various services can no longer be 
tolerated. The Lower Danube, it is suggested, should be administered on 
the same lines as other international rivers, such as the Rhine, the Elbe, and 
the Oder, that is to say, the real administrative and executive power, and 
especially the collection of the dues, should be left in the hands of the riparian 
State with a sufficient measure of guidance from a Commission, in respect of 
general policy and co-ordination with the administrative services of the other 
riparian States concerned, to preserve the international character of the 
River. The plea is specious enough and might deserve sympathetic con- 
sideration had it been advanced by a country other than Roumania or in 
respect of a river other than the Danube. The mouth of the Danube, how- 
ever, is now more than ever, owing to the disorganisation and deterioration 
of the main railway systems, the commercial key to Central Europe and it 
would be a dangerous experiment to place it in the sole keeping of a country 
like Roumania where chauvinism has become a religion and administrative 
morality a dead-letter. 

4. I had an opportunity while passing through Bucharest on my return 
journey of talking to M. Zamfiresco, the Roumanian Minister for Foreign 
Affairs,t whom I have known well for several years. He admitted the exis- 
tence of the newspaper campaign but explained that it was conducted by 
the Bratiano press as much for the purpose of embarrassing the Averescu 
Government as for any definite desire to abolish the servitude which, in the 
eyes of many Roumanians, is entailed by the existence of the foreign element 
in the European Commission. He reminded me that during the time he 
represented the Roumanian Government on the Commission he had con- 
sistently opposed all attempts at encroaching on its jurisdiction and powers 
and declared that, so far as he was concerned, he would endeavour while he 
was a Minister to pursue the same policy. He added, however, that the 
Powers, by placing Roumania on the same footing as Greece and on an 
inferior footing to Japan in respect of the control of the Dardanelles,5 were 


3 Col. Baldwin himself had been appointed to this position on April 26. 

4+ M. Zamfirescu had since been succeeded by M. Take Jonescu; see No. 339. 

S The reference is to decisions taken by the Conference of Ambassadors on March 1 and 
April 7 relating to ‘draft article 4 for insertion in the Treaty of Peace with Turkey, dealing 
with the administration over the waters of the Straits and Sea of Marmora’; see Vol. VII, 
pp. 317 and 721. 
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making matters extremely difficult for General Averescu’s or any other 
Government. If, he continued, Roumania could be accorded at least an 
equivalent position to the other Powers on the Straits, which in his opinion 
constituted the true mouths of the Danube, there would be no opposition 
from his country to any proposals which the British and French Governments 
might make at the Paris Conference with regard to the future administration 
of the river. 

5. I told M. Zamfiresco that all I was concerned in was the administration 
of the Lower Danube, and that I had no knowledge of the position in the 
Dardanelles. I of course informed Mr. Rattigan of the substance of the 
conversation. 

I have, &c., 
J. G. BaLpwin 


No. 343 
Sir H. Dering (Sofia) to Earl Curzon (Received Fuly 5) 


No. 7 Commercial [C 325/245/19] 
SOFIA, June 19, 1920 
My Lord, 

With reference to my despatch No. 169 Political of yesterday’s date! on 
the subject of the new Bulgarian Budget, proposals in which appear to me 
to be injurious to British Commercial prospects in this country, I have the 
honour to transmit herewith copy of a Note which I have addressed this day 
to the Bulgarian Premier and Minister for Foreign Affairs. 

The complaint of the local representatives of British firms such as the 
Levant Company, Edwards & Sons (Near East) Ltd, A & G Baker Ltd and 
others in regard to certain most obnoxious, even disastrous, restrictions on 
trade about to be imposed by the Bulgarian Authorities, has given me the 
desired opportunity of conveying to Monsieur Stamboliisky a most earnest 
protest against the introduction of measures injurious to foreign trade in 
Bulgaria. I have also not failed to warn His Excellency that, unless the new 
Budget proposals are suitably amended, his chance of obtaining a favourable 
hearing in England for his invitation to invest capital in Bulgarian under- 
takings will be infinitesimal. 

I trust that Your Lordship will approve my attitude in this matter. 

I have, &c., 
HERBERT G. DERING 
1 Not printed. 


ENcLosur IN No. 343 
SOFIA, June 19, 1920 
Monsieur le Ministre, 
A deputation representing British merchants endeavouring to establish 
trade with Bulgaria has visited me today in oredr [sic] to point out that certain 
regulations of the Direction de Ravitaillement recently issued are calculated 
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not to ‘limit commerce’ as they purport to do, but to annihilate it. I cannot 
believe, in view of what Your Excellency has impressed upon me, namely the 
earnest desire of the Bulgarian Government to induce foreign capital and 
foreign trade to interest itself in Bulgaria, that the result of the Order of the 
Direction de Ravitaillement, dated the 22nd of May, published in the 
Official Gazette Number 53 of June roth, had been properly realized by 
the Royal Government. For that reason I would invite Your Excellency’s 
earnest and immediate attention to the subjoined remarks, which I have the 
honour to submit in the hope that the Articles complained of may receive 
speedy and suitable amendment. 

It should be clearly understood by the Royal Bulgarian Government that 
if the difficulties created by this Order are allowed to stand, the importation 
of foreign goods into Bulgaria will tend to become impossible. I shall feel 
bound to report to His Britannic Majesty’s Government my opinion, sup- 
ported in addition by recent perusal of the new Budget proposals of the 
Bulgarian Government—in which the Property Tax and the Company Tax 
In especial are calculated to prevent any British enterprise, whether financial 
or industrial, from taking part in the development of this country—that no 
British Bank, commercial Company or Syndicate, or any other Association 
controlling capital, should be encouraged to listen to invitations to open up 
business relations in Bulgaria until they are permitted to do so on a[n] 
equitable basis sufficiently profitable to them to make the risk worth incurring. 
It would be idle, I would point [out] to Your Excellency, for me to en- 
courage such enterprise if it is to be choked off at once by local restrictions 
and excessive taxation. Neither should I feel inclined to risk the odium of 
having advised British commerce, trade and capital to embark in ventures in 
Bulgaria in which no profit at all is in sight except for the Bulgarian Govern- 
ment. By such means as the present order of the Direction de Ravitaillement, 
I have the honour to point out, Bulgaria is closing her doors, if by indirect 
means, to the importation of foreign goods. When this is realized in Great 
Britain the effect will be most lamentable, and from my point of view most 
regrettable. I cannot think, either, that the result will be pleasing to the 
Royal Bulgarian Government. 

The Articles Numbers 24 and 25 of the Order Number 460 of May 22 are those 
which particularly will have an adverse effect on British Commercial houses. 

Article 24 states, in French translation:—Tout importateur de mar- 
chandises doit posséder une facture originale du producteur ou du fabricant, 
légalisée par un Consul bulgare, une Chambre de Commerce, une Bourse ou, 
sil n’en existe pas de tels dans la localité ot la marchandise est achetée, par 
la Municipalité. Dans la légalisation il doit étre expressément dit par le 
vendeur que les prix sont réels. 

Article 25 states:—II peut étre présenté aussi une facture d’un exportateur 
étranger, qui a acheté la marchandise directement du producteur et l’a 
vendue a un commercant bulgare dans le pays oi la marchandise est produite, 
mais dans la légalisation de cette facture il doit étre expressément dit et 
présenté une copie légalisée de la facture originale de fabrique. 
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Now, I would invite Your Excellency’s attention to the fact that very few 
European or other manufacturers are in direct contact with their foreign 
clients, and that hardly one European or other producer supplies direct to 
his customers. Their goods are usually left to the care of large exporters for 
world-wide distribution. To oblige the Bulgarian buyers to obtain an 
original invoice from the factory or the producer would therefore place these 
latter in such a position as to be unable to sell to Bulgaria. 

It is true that Article 25, by permitting Bulgarians to buy abroad, gets 
over this difficulty, but it applies two conditions:—1. the goods must have 
been sold to Bulgarians in the producing country; 2. the invoice of the 
exporter must be accompanied by a legalized copy of the manufacturer’s 
invoice. 

The first condition excludes all large exporting houses with establishments 
in any country except where the goods are produced or manufactured. Thus 
it will be impossible for a concern with a base, say at Constantinople, to sell 
to its Bulgarian customers. In this manner the Pena market will be 
entirely closed to the outside world. 

The second condition is impracticable. By fuciiahiag a legalized copy of 
the manufacturer’s invoice the exporter will at once be communicating his 
business secrets to others, a condition which must always be guarded against. 
It is outside probability that any manufacturers will submit to this condition 
in order that their exporters may sell a comparatively small quantity of goods 
to Bulgaria. In very many cases it is absolutely impossible to obtain the 
original invoice. For instance a cargo of coffee, rice, sugar, Calcutta gunny 
bags, or of mineral oil passes through numbers of hands before it can reach 
the Bulgarian purchaser. How, I would ask, is it expected to find the Brazilian 
planter of coffee, the sugar refiner in Java, the weaver of flax in India, or the 
American oil miner, in order that these may produce the invoice as demanded 
by Article 25? 

I trust that Your Excellency will be ready to recognize that this Order as 
now published is equivalent to prohibition of import, and must create an 
impossible situation for British exporters and merchants anxious and hitherto 
willing to offer goods to the consumer in this country. I have the honour 
therefore to urge, as emphatically as I can, in the interests both of Bulgarian 
and British trade, that Article 25 should be entirely cancelled forthwith, and 
to suggest that Article 24 should be amended to read somewhat as follows :— 


Tout importateur de marchandises doit posséder une facture originale 
du producteur ou du fabricant ou de l’exportateur quel que soit son 
domicile, légalisée par un Consul bulgare &c. 


With reference to my passing allusion at the commencement of this Note 
to the new taxation provided in the Budget now before the Sobranje, I 
venture to remind Your Excellency that I have understood it was your desire, 
when visiting England in the near future, to endeavour to induce the support 
of influential financial and industrial circles in the future development 
of Bulgaria and her natural resources. While fully sympathetic to this 
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endeavour, it is my duty to state my candid opinion that, if the proposed 
taxation in the scale foreshadowed is carried into effect in Bulgaria, it will be 
quite useless for Your Excellency to expect a favourable reception in those 
circles for any proposals which you may desire to put forward, for the Budget 
measures will tend to prove to British merchants and others that they are 
being invited to participate in Bulgarian development without much prospect 
of a legitimate scale of profit and apparently for the sole benefit of a State 
whose finances require adjustment. I have already brought to the notice 
of His Majesty’s Government the recent Bulgarian Budget proposals and 
regret that it will also be my duty to lay my views on the subject before them, 
for the information and guidance of the British financial and business world. 

For this reason I earnestly trust that it may be found possible to reconsider 
the whole position before it is too late, and to introduce amended legislation 
which will prove less disastrous to foreign trade desiring to establish itself in 
Bulgaria. In conclusion I have the honour to repeat my suggestion that 
Your Excellency should examine afresh, and be so good as to cause im- 
mediate revision of, the articles 24 and 25 of the Order of the Direction de 
Ravitaillement dated May 22, which I have quoted above. 

I avail myself of this opportunity, Monsieur le Ministre, to renew to Your 
Excellency the assurance of my highest consideration, 

HERBERT G. DERING 


No. 344 


Mr. Rattygan (Bucharest) to Earl Curzon (Received Fune 25, 12.40 p.m.) 
No. 304 Telegraphic [205902/118/19] 
Confidential BUCHAREST, June 21, 1920, 9 p.m. 


My telegram No. 297.! 

The King informed me last night that decree law? would be radically 
amended if not cancelled. He added ‘we were badly taken in over this 
matter’. I ventured to warn His Majesty that he had better keep a watchful 
eye on legislation submitted for his approval by certain of the Ministers, 
especially as Prime Minister did not always understand real point or scope 
of such proposals. King promised to do so. 

The Queen hinted to me recently that the King would be glad to be 
warned by me in cases such as that under discussion. I promised to warn 
him if necessary but said that presence of Take Jonescu in Ministry should be 
a guarantee against dishonest proposals of this sort being rushed through. 

I have advised Take Jonescu to press resignation of Minister of Commerce 
who is cynically dishonest. 


t Of June 21, not printed. 2 See No. 339. 
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No. 345 
Earl Curzon to Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) 


No. 577 [204761 /1130/19] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, June 23, 1920 
Sir, 

With reference to Your Excellency’s telegram No. 259 of the 2oth instant, 
relative to the difficulty which has arisen in obtaining reliable information 
regarding conditions in Albania,'! I have to state that the Italian Chargé 
d’Affaires called at the Foreign Office on the 18th instant and that Sir E. 
Crowe took the opportunity to raise the matter in conversation. 

2. Sir E. Crowe explained to Signor Preziosi that affairs in Albania were 
increasingly awakening attention in the House of Commons and that as a 
consequence of the wish expressed by the Italian Government, His Majesty’s 
Government had deferred sending a British Consul to Valona, and were 
therefore cut off from all first hand information. Sir Eyre Crowe begged 
Signor Preziosi to explain to his Government how desirable it was in these 
circumstances that they should at least keep us fully and frankly informed 
of the situation in Albania so that His Majesty’s Government could meet 
the constant questions which were addressed to them in Parliament on this 
subject.? 

3. Signor Preziosi readily promised to urge this strongly upon the Italian 
Foreign Office. 

Iam, &c., 
(for the Secretary of State) 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 


1 Not printed. A rising against the Italian forces of occupation had taken place near 
Valona towards the middle of June. 
2 See, e.g., 130 H.C. Deb. 5 s., cols. 1444-5, 1746-7; 40 H.L. Deb. 5 s., col. 641. 


No. 346 


Mr. Rattigan (Bucharest) to Earl Curzon (Received June 28, 4.30 p.m.) 
No. 310 Telegraphic [206402/201928/19| 
Very urgent BUCHAREST, June 24, 9 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 189! reached me in telegraph sections today. It had 
arrived undecypherable and I asked for repetition in my telegram No. 303? 
but had not yet received reply. 

In the course of conversation on Polish negotiations with King on 2oth 
instant I gave His Majesty following amplification of what I thought would 
be attitude of His Majesty’s Government. I believed personally that they 


1 No. 338. 2 Not preserved in Foreign Office archives. 
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would have no particular objection to an understanding between the two 
countries to afford each other moral support in negotiations with Bolsheviks. 
In view however of Mr. Lloyd George’s advice to Mr. Patek, which I have 
already explained to His Majesty (see my despatch No. 143),3 it was clear 
that His Majesty’s Government were in no sense prepared to advise Rou- 
mania to take any action which would involve her in active hostilities with 
Bolsheviks. If she took such action, she must clearly understand that she did 
so on her own responsibility and could not expect any assistance from Great 
Britain. 

King replied that he fully understood this from my previous remarks. 
Roumanian Government had definitely decided not to commit themselves 
to any formal engagement, though they were not in principle opposed to 
idea of understanding with regard to moral support. 

I used similar language some days ago to Minister for Foreign Affairs. 


3 Of June 3, not printed. See Vol. ITI, No. 664 for Mr. Lloyd George’s interview with 
M. Patek on Jan. 26, 1920. 


No. 347 
Earl Curzon to Sir A. Young (Belgrade) 


No. 308 [204823/1709/19] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, June 26, 1920 
Sir, 

I have to acknowledge the receipt of your despatch No. 263 of the 7th 
instant,! informing me of the intentions of the Serb-Croat-Slovene Govern- 
ment to provide for and finance the despatch of food-stuffs and other relief 
for the population of Montenegro. | 

2. In this connection I would call your attention to the fact that it is im- 
possible for His Majesty’s Government to admit the principle of the fazt 
accompli, quoted by the Serb-Croat-Slovene President of the Council, as an 
argument of the recognition of the union of Montenegro with the Serb- 
Croat-Slovene State. As you are aware, no formal recognition of this has 
ever been accorded nor, in fact, discussed by His Majesty’s Government 
with the other principal allied powers, and His Majesty’s Government are 
unable to accept Monsieur Vesnic’s point of view that the question has been 
already settled. 

3. At the same time I note with satisfaction that Monsieur Vesnic, in re- 
plying to the Montenegrin deputation, referred to in your despatch under 
reply, stated that the inhabitants of the former Kingdom of Montenegro 
would soon have the opportunity of sending their ‘freely elected repre- 
sentatives to the Constituent Assembly’. As you will see by reference to the 
speeches which I delivered on the 11th March and roth June respectively, 

' Not printed. 
2 See 39 H.L. Deb. § s., cols. 441-7 and 40 ibid., cols. 583-8. 
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in the course of a debate in the House of Lords on the subject, this corresponds 
to the point of view of His Majesty’s Government. 

4. In this connection I transmit to you copies of Parliamentary Hansard 
containing the reports of the two speeches in question for your guidance. 

5. I am sending a copy of this despatch with enclosures, to His Majesty’s 
Ambassador at Rome. 

Iam, &c. 
(for the Secretary of State) 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 


No. 348 


Sir H. Dering (Sofia) to Earl Curzon (Received June 29, 2.30 p.m.) 
No. 69 Telegraphic [206640/12486/19] 
SOFIA, June 26, 1920 


My despatch Commercial No. 7 June rgth' on the way home. 

My American, Belgian, French, Italian and Roumanian colleagues met 
me this morning to discuss our attitude respecting new laws proposed in 
connection with Budget now before Sobranye as well as respecting certain 
ordinances already decreed without warning or provision of time all of which 
are calculated to affect most adversely any foreign financial and industrial 
interests operating in Bulgaria. 

Having already made or written representations to Bulgarian Government 
we feel communistic and confiscatory tendency of these measures must not 
only cause liquidation of foreign companies here but prohibit future intro- 
duction of all foreign enterprise. Therefore we have decided to make further 
joint protest to Prime Minister verbally inviting other interested diplomatic 
representatives to join if they see fit namely Czecho-Slovak, Dutch, Polish 
and... .? 

Budget is apparently drawn up by agrarian Government in ignorance of 
recognised and admissible expediencies and it is clear following measures are 
open to serious objection in so far as they affect foreign interests. 

1. Large and inequitable levy on capital real estate and personal property. 

2. Increased income tax in certain aspects. 

3g. Tax on companies, banking and industrial associations including tax- 
ation of their capital whether paid up or not. 

4. Tax on war profits which is equally applied to foreign industry. 

5. Excess tax on licenses [sic] for professions and all formations of com- 
merce and trade. 

We also learn that virtual State monopoly for Revolutionary Co-operative 
Society, is contemplated for export of cereals, silk, cocoons, tobacco and rose 
extract (Otto). 

A short memorandum will be drawn up by us in consultation which 
Spanish Minister as doyen will present to Prime Minister early next week 


1 No. 343- 2 The text is here uncertain. 
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when we all propose to be present in order to impress His Excellency with our 
unanimity and gravity of situation. French High Commissioner recently 
expressed to me belief that Premier was disposed to introduce amendments 
if (? he) was sufficiently pressed. We are of opinion that as Budget is now 
before Sobranye matter is too urgent for further delay.3 


3 The joint representations to the Bulgarian Prime Minister were made on July 1, as 
reported by Sir H. Dering in his telegram No. 73 of July 1, not printed. In his despatch 
No. 266 of Aug. 11 (not printed) Sir H. Dering was able to report the receipt of a note of 
Aug. 10 from the Bulgarian Government which ‘appears to give satisfaction to the legitimate 
complaints of British importers’. It modified the regulations of the Bulgarian Direction de 
Ravitaillement to which Sir H. Dering had objected in No. 343 above. 


No. 349 


Mr. Rattigan (Bucharest) .to Earl Curzon (Received Fune 28, 6.10 p.m.) 
No. 315 Telegraphic: by Wireless [206404/201928/19] 
Confidential BUCHAREST, June 27, 1920, 7 p.m. 


Roumanian-Polish relations. 

In view of your telegram 189! I repeated today to Minister for Foreign 
Affairs that His Majesty’s Government had no wish to encourage Roumania 
in anti-Bolshevik action. 

Mr. Take Jonescu replied that he quite understood this and asked me to 
make following announcement of his policy to my Government. 

He was determined that as long as he was Minister for Foreign Affairs 
Roumanian policy should be that of Allies. The ‘Allies’ now meant to him 
Great Britain and France, as Italian Minister had informed him that Italy 
should not be regarded as Ally of Great Britain and France but merely as 
‘en union avec eux’. 

Unfortunately as far as Russia was concerned, it was almost impossible to 
say what was policy of Allies. Great Britain apparently favoured an under- 
standing with Bolsheviks, France their suppression. He was therefore marking 
time in hope of common policy being arrived at which he could follow. If 
no such common policy could be arrived at he begged that he might be in- 
formed officially and in writing of failure to do so. He would then choose his 
own policy in conformity with that of either Great Britain or France, which- 
ever he thought best for Roumania. 

Meanwhile he had not the slightest intention of making any kind of alliance, 
or even formal understanding with Poland. At the same time he would 
admit that Roumania must earnestly pray for Polish victory, as in other 
event, latter [stc] would undoubtedly fall upon her. This would of course 
only be one small incident in general submersion of Europe which must 
inevitably follow Polish defeat by Bolsheviks. It was difficult for Central 


™ No. 338. See also No. 346. 
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European statesmen to understand how Great Britain could not apparently 
realise this. 

Roumania’s present relations with Bolsheviks he considered ideal :— 
neither war nor peace. It was his firm conviction that peace with Bolsheviks 
was even more dangerous than war with them. Their most fatal weapon was 
propaganda, the road to which would be opened by peace, consequently he 
hoped for prolongation of present situation as he did not yet despair of British 
people understanding what Bolshevism means before it is too late. 

He had no sympathy with imperialism either in Poland or anywhere else. 
He did not however believe Poles in present offensive were animated by 
imperialism, but rather by conviction as to vital necessity of doing away with 
appalling menace of Bolshevism, which they were in a position to realize to 
the full. They certainly knew one year’s peace with present Bolshevik régime 
meant sapping of all patriotism by unlimited propaganda and outbreak of 
class war and other horrors of Bolshevik régime. 

Mr. Take Jonescu said he believed his reputation as reverse of Alarmist 
was sufficiently established in England for some weight to be attached to his 
warning. He wished therefore to repeat his earnest conviction that over- 
throw of Poles by Bolsheviks meant World Cataclysm. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs was very guarded in his remarks regarding 
British policy, but I gathered that he did not wish to suggest that we should 
go so far as actively to assist Poles, but only that removal of blockade and 
resumption of relations was in his opinion a fatal mistake. 

In this connection I would add that well informed Roumanian circles 
scoff at idea of Soviet Russia being able to export anything. 

I am obliged to telegraph foregoing as bag left this morning and despatch 
would not reach you before a fortnight. 


No. 350 


Mr. Rattigan (Bucharest) to Earl Curzon (Received Fune 29, 2.30 p.m.) 
No. 317 Telegraphic [206606/1321/19] 
Urgent. Immediate BUCHAREST, June 28, 1920, 7 p.m. 

Your tel. No. 196.! 

Bessarabia. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs has informed my French Colleague and myself 
that the Roumanian Government are prepared to meet our wishes.?, They 
propose to exchange notes between Roumanian Minister at Paris and Am- 


bassadors’ Conference embodying assurances required. 
Repeated to Paris. 


1 Of June 21, not printed. 2 See No. 329. 
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No. 351 


Mr. Rattigan (Bucharest) to Earl Curzon (Received july 8) 


No. 168 [C 765/20/19] 
BUCHAREST, june 29, 1920 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to report that Mr. Aristide Blanc came to see me yester- 
day to inform me of the result of his negotiations for a loan in London.! 

He confirmed his statement to Your Lordship that he had been offered 
fifty million pounds by the Beardmore—Armstrong group, on the security of 
the totality of the Roumanian Railways. He had brought out with him 
experts nominated by this group to examine the situation on the spot, and 
had little doubt that the agreement would be signed subject to the sanction 
of His Majesty’s Treasury. 

He added that he had seen the French Minister in the presence of General 
Payot (see my telegram No. 314)? and had informed them that the British 
group had expressed their entire readiness to admit French participation in 
the scheme. To his surprise General Payot had expressed great resentment 
at this arrangement with British groups, and had stated that it was probable 
that the French Government would have to intervene with His Mayjesty’s 
Government in order that the scheme might be quashed. The French 
Minister had seemed much taken aback by General Payot’s outburst and 
appeared to disapprove of his attitude. 

Mr. Blanc spoke to me in vague terms of his intention to form a new 
Petroleum Company with a capital of Lei 100,000,000, of which 40% would 
be distributed amongst Allied interests and the surplus reserved for Rou- 
mania. I understood that the idea is that the Government should make 
a concession to this Company for the exploitation of the State oil properties. 
He agreed with me that the only course in regard to Roumanian oil exports 
in general was to impose a direct tax—at a high, but not excessive rate and 
to leave the export in all other respects free of all Government interference. 

I have, &c., 
FRANK RATTIGAN 


1 M. Blanc (see No. 341, n. 3) had had an interview with Lord Hardinge at the Foreign 
Office on June 1. 

2 Of June 26, not printed. General Payot, lately Director-General of Communications 
and Supply, Allied Armies of the Rhine, had just arrived in Bucharest on a mission with the 
object, according to the French Minister at Bucharest, ‘to enquire into exact state of 
Roumanian oil exports and if possible obtain exchange as against commodities required by 
Roumania’. 
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No. 352 


Mr. Rattigan (Bucharest) to Earl Curzon (Received Fuly 16) 
No. 326 Telegraphic: by bag' (C' 1468/4/19] 
BUCHAREST, July 5, 1920 


Take Jonesco informed me today that, according to wireless telegram, 
just received, only 3% of German indemnity would be left for distribution 
amongst Japan, Roumania, and Portugal.? He stated that, if this were true, 
his position would become impossible, and he would be forced to leave the 
Government. He had warned Roumanian people that they must be pre- 
pared for treatment of no ultra-generous nature after the criminal blunders 
of former Roumanian Governments. But there was [a] limit to what he 
could make people swallow. 

If it is not too late, I venture most earnestly to urge that Your Lordship 
will accord your support in obtaining as large a proportion of indemnity as 
possible for Roumania. Disappearance of Take Jonesco would be a calamity 
as he is exerting most salutory [sic] influence over Roumanian foreign policy, 
and is especially useful in combating Xenophobe ideas of Bratianists, and 
their supporters, in Cabinet. 


1 According to a note on the file this telegram was originally received by wire on July 7, 
but was so completely mutilated that a repetition had to be asked for. ‘The British telegraph 
people asked Bucharest 4 times in vain for a repetition.’ After enquiries the Secretary of the 
General Post Office informed the Foreign Office that the failure to repeat the telegram had 
been due to a strike of a part of the Roumanian telegraph staff. 

2 For Allied discussions on the division of German reparations, see Vol. VIII, Nos. 39, 
40, 41, and 44. 


No. 353 
Mr, Rattigan (Bucharest) to Earl Curzon (Received July 16) 


No. 183 [C 1460/20/19] 
BUCHAREST, July 8, 1920 
My Lord, 

I have received Your despatch No. 264 (204896/19) of the goth ultimo,! 
requesting my early observations on the proposal made by the Petroleum 
Department, relative to the despatch of an Anglo-French Mission to this 
country in order to carry out the objects of the Anglo-French Agreement,? 
so far as it concerns Roumania. 

As stated in my despatch No. 173,3 the entry of Mr. Take Jonesco into the 
cabinet has had the effect of checking to a considerable extent the outburst 
of anglophobia reported to Your Lordship in previous correspondence.‘ 
This movement was largely an artificial production of the Bratianists, but 

! Not printed. 2 See No. 340, n. 3. 
3 Of July 2, not printed. 4 See Nos. 328 and 341. 
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it undoubtedly succeeded in rousing the suspicions of a large section of the 
people in regard to the Anglo-French Agreement. This state of suspicion is 
still dormant, and is liable to be revived by the Liberal Press on the first 
plausible pretext. Xenophobia is always a popular cry in this country of 
hypersensitiveness towards anything which looks like an attempt at foreign 
interference. It is, therefore, much easier for the Bratianists to rouse chauvin- 
istic passions than for Take Jonesco, and the saner elements in the country, 
to allay them. Moreover, as yet, Take Jonesco is far from being firmly fixed 
in the saddle. 

Consequently I consider that, before any Anglo-French Petroleum Mission 
arrives in Roumania, it will be necessary to tranquillize public opinion here 
by making some public pronouncement as to the entirely inncouous [sic] 
character of the Anglo-French Agreement. An explanation of a general 
nature on the lines of Your Lordship’s telegram No. 1935 would in my 
opinion meet the case. A statement of very similar character was, at the 
outset of the Bratianist campaign, published by Mr. Marghiloman, and was, 
on the whole, well received. Were there any serious danger of a delay in the 
despatch of such a Mission resulting in our coming into the field too late, I 
should unhesitatingly recommend its being sent forthwith, even at the risk 
of fanning the subsiding flames of the Ententophobe campaign. But I cannot, 
at present, perceive any such danger. The Americans are apparently doing 
little in the direction of acquiring oil interests in Roumania. How far the 
activities of the French group (Champain) reported in my telegram No. 291,6 
are in conflict with the terms of the Anglo-French Agreement I am not in a 
position to estimate. Your Lordship will remember that the French Minister 
assured me, that anything achieved by this Mission would be eventually 
‘brought into harmony’ with the agreement, and read me a telegram from 
his Government to this effect.? 

On the other hand, the Minister for Foreign Affairs today repeated to me 
the statement, that Champain evidently believed he was stealing a march 
on England, in endeavouring to acquire part of the enemy holding in the 
Steaua Romana. 

I sounded His Excellency directly as to what effect he thought the arrival 
of an Anglo-French Petroleum Mission might have. I was of course careful 
not to hint that such a Mission was contemplated, but merely raised the 


5 In this telegram of June 17 (not printed) the clause affecting Roumania in the ‘general 
Petroleum Agreement signed at San Remo’ was explained as follows: ‘Clause provides that 
British and French Governments shall support their respective nationals in any common 
negotiations with Roumanian Government for (a) acquisition of oil concessions, shares or 
interests belonging to former enemy subjects in Roumania which have been sequestrated, 
(6) concessions over oil lands belonging to Roumanian State. 

‘All shares in enemy concessions thus secured to be divided equally between French and 
British interests, and the two countries shall have equal proportion of all capital subscribed 
for company or companies formed to exploit said shares, as well as equal representation on 
board and voting power.’ 

6 No. 340. 

7 This assurance was briefly reported in Mr. Rattigan’s telegram No. 296 of June 15, 
not printed. 
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question from the hypothetical point of view. Mr. Take Jonesco replied that 
he did not think such a mission could achieve much at present. In any case, 
he thought that the obscurities, created in the situation by the apparently 
independent activities of the Champain group, must be cleared up before the 
despatch of an Anglo-French Mission. 

I explained what the French Minister had told me, and said I had repeated 
these assurances to my Government in advising them of Mr. Champain’s 
activities. Mr. Take Jonesco said that, in that case, he would like to see the 
French Minister, and myself, together, so that the former might remove his 
suspicions of Mr. Champain in my presence. I said I would speak to Mr. 
Daeschner about this, and did not believe that he would have any objection 
to repeating to His Excellency his statement as to Mr. Champain working 
in accord with our agreement. 

To sum up therefore, I am of opinion that it would for the present appear 
unadvisable to send out an Anglo-French petroleum mission, as there does 
not seem to be any real danger of our being forestalled. This opinion is, of 
course, based on the assumption that the French are not trying to steal a 
march on ourselves, a consideration which Your Lordship will be able to 
appreciate better than myself. 

I believe that, if practicable, the best course would be to send out one 
English, and one French official, with a good knowledge of oil conditions. 
These two officials could come out primarily to watch the situation. They 
should at first come out as far as possible in an unofficial capacity; but they 
should be entrusted with full powers to act whenever the opportunity arises 
for the acquisition of oil interests. It may of course be some time before such 
an opportunity occurs. But it is, in my opinion, important, that there should 
be someone here to take instant advantage of any such occasion. I would 
suggest that Colonel Hearn® would be an excellent appointment for this 
purpose, if he could be spared for an indefinite period. 

I should add that Mr. Take Jonesco informed me that he was experiencing 
great difficulty in putting off the Belgian group, who have acquired the 
enemy holdings in the three small companies mentioned in my telegram 
No. 256.9 He hinted that he would be glad to see the action of the French 
Minister, and myself, in this matter, confirmed by protests from Paris, and 
London, regarding the raising of the sequester. I told him that I had re- 
ported my action to Your Lordship, and presumed that it met with your 
approval, but His Excellency seemed to want something more definite. 

I have, &c., 
FRANK RATTIGAN 


P.S. July 9 


Since writing the above despatch I have seen my French Colleague, and 
sounded him as to his views on the despatch of an Anglo-French Petroleum 

§ Col. A. C. Hearn, a member of the Naval Stores Dept. of the Admiralty, had been in 
charge of a commission appointed in March 1919 to examine the question of the damage 


inflicted on the Roumanian oil industry. 
9 Of May 21, not printed. Cf. No. 337. 
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Mission. He agrees with me that it would for the present be unadvisable. 
He added that, had he been consulted before the despatch of the Payot 
Mission (see my telegram No. 314),!° he would have advised against it. 

In regard to the activities of the Champain group, Mr. Daeschner repeated 
his assurances to me, and said he would have no objection to the proposal 
of the Minister for Foreign Affairs described above. He went on to read me, 
once again, the telegram he had received from Paris instructing him to 
support the group in their negotiations with the Roumanian Government. 
Anything achieved by this group ‘se concilierait éventuellement avec l’accord 
de San Remo’. When reading me this telegram for the first time Mr. 
Daeschner stopped at the end of this phrase. Today, however, he read the 
concluding sentence, which was, as far as I can recollect, to the following 
effect. ‘La participation immédiate de l’Angleterre pourrait rendre la 
réalisation des projets en vue beaucoup plus difficile.’ 

On my expressing some surprise at this phrase, Mr. Daeschner said he 
interpreted it as meaning that the French Government were afraid that the 
anti-British sentiments of the Roumanian Petroleum Authorities—relics of 
the Bratianist regime—would prevent the realisation of any scheme in which 
Great Britain appeared to participate. 

This is no doubt the explanation of the belief, entertained in Roumanian 
Official circles, that the French are trying to steal a march on England. 

F.R. 


10 Of June 25, not printed. For the Payot Mission see No. 351, n. 2. 


No. 354 


Sir H. Dering (Sofia) to Earl Curzon (Received July 21) 


No. 201 [C 1876/245/19] 
SOFIA, July 9, 1920 
My Lord, 

With reference to my despatch No. 192 of the 3rd instant! respecting the 
new Budget provisions of the Bulgarian Government, I have the honour to 
report that the Sobranie passed on the 5th instant in first reading the first 
ten articles of the Bill providing for the taxation of Companies, and have 
voted the remainder of this Bill yesterday. The Bill appeared to have passed 
without amendment. 

My American colleague having informed me that he intended on this 
account to see the Prime Minister as to why no amendments in accordance 
with Mr Stamboliisky’s assurances to the associated diplomatic repre- 
sentations [sic]? had been introduced and that the French High Com- 
missioner would do likewise, I informed him that I also required explanations 
on this subject but considered that an urgent Note to the Prime Minister 
would have additional effect. 


1 Not printed. 2 See No. 348, n. 3. 
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I accordingly addressed the enclosed Note to Monsieur Stamboliisky on 
the 7th instant, demanding a written explanation of the apparent failure of 
the Sobranie to give effect to the promises made by the Premier to the 
Foreign Representatives. 

Last night I saw Monsieur Stancioff, formerly Minister in Rome, who acts 
as Monsieur Stamboliisky’s interpreter at the Foreign Office. He told me 
that Monsieur Georges-Picot had had a very serious interview with the Prime 
Minister on this very subject and had protested energetically against the 
apparent lack of good faith of the Bulgarian Government. Monsieur Stam- 
boliisky had however declared emphatically that it did not matter in what 
form the Sobranie passed the Budget Laws, for he should see that they were 
subsequently amended in the sense he had indicated to us. I informed 
Monsieur Stancioff that I had no doubt that the Prime Minister’s intentions 
were good, but that I must have tangible proof thereof and had written again 
on the 7th instant to say so. I begged him to tell Monsieur Stamboliisky that 
I attached great importance, in view of His Excellency’s desire to attract 
foreign capital to Bulgaria, to receive written explanations of the modifica- 
tions in all the laws which were designed to benifit [sic] foreign capital and 
industry. 

Monsieur Stancioff repeated that the Prime Minister was exceedingly 
desirous of attracting foreign enterprise to Bulgaria and was hoping much 
from his forthcoming visit to London. I replied that the success of his efforts 
in this direction would depend on whether it was clearly shown that foreign 
capital and industry would receive fair play here. Mr Wilson, United States 
Chargé d’Affaires, also visited the Prime Minister yesterday and informed 
me subsequently that he had received assurances similar to those given to 
Monsieur Georges-Picot. 

I have the honour to transmit herewith copy of a French résumé published 
in the ‘Echo de Bulgarie’ of last evening? explanatory of the new Budget law 
providing six-twelfths of the provisional expenditure for 1920-21. Mr Heard, 
Commercial Commissioner, who I understand has reported in detail on the 
Budget, will probably also offer remarks on this law, which was published in 
the Official Gazette of the 1st July. It appears to affect the Customs regula- 
tions as well as the fiscal system. 

I have, &c., 
HERBERT G. DERING 


3 Not preserved in Foreign Office archives. 


ENCLOosuRE IN No. 354 
Note from Sir H, Dering to M. Stamboltusky 


sOFIA, July 7, 1920 

Monsieur le Ministre, 
With reference to my Note of the 19th ultimo and to the conversation 
which ten of my colleagues and I had on July 1st with Your Excellency on 
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the subject of the new fiscal laws to be introduced by the Royal Government+ 
which the Foreign Representatives have warned Your Excellency are calcu- 
lated to affect very seriously the interests of foreign industry in Bulgaria, I 
have noted that the first ten articles of the law for the taxation of companies 
have been adopted in the Sobranje. 

Your Excellency had given my colleagues and myself to understand that 
the new laws would be modified so as to meet the objections which we had 
laid before you at our meeting. It is therefore with some surprise that I under- 
stand that the first ten articles of the companies’ law, which are to be re- 
garded as affecting adversely foreign interests, have been passed in first 
reading apparently without amendment. I should be glad to receive from 
Your Excellency immediate information as to whether this is the case. 

I shall watch with close attention the further progress of this and the other 
laws to which my colleagues and myself have taken objection in the interest 
of our respective nationals, and unless I can receive very shortly from Your 
Excellency a written explanation of the modifications which are to be intro- 
duced in order that foreign capital and industry be not injured, as I had the 
hononr to solicit at our meeting, I regret that I shall have no alternative but 
to telegraph at once to His Britannic Majesty’s Government and point out 
that apparently the Sobranje do not propose to give effect to the assurances 
made to us by Your Excellency. I need not point out to Your Excellency the 
lamentable impression which will thus be created in Great Britain, for 
machinery must then inevitably be set in motion to discourage all British 
finance and commerce from interesting itself in Bulgaria. 

I avail myself of this opportunity, Monsieur le Ministre, to renew to Your 
Excellency the assurance of my highest consideration. 

HERBERT G. DERING 


* See enclosure in No. 343 and No. 348, n. 3. 


No. 355 
Sir A. Young (Belgrade) to Earl Curzon (Received July 21) 


No. 324 [C 1855/307/19] 


BELGRADE, july 15, 1920 
My Lord, 

I have had the honour to receive your despatch No. 308 (204823/19) of 
June 26 respecting the status of Montenegro.! 

Some portions of Your Lordship’s speech [szc]? in the House of Lords were 
reproduced by the Bureau de la Presse and Mr. Popovitch, the Under 
Secretary for Foreign Affairs, expressed to me his satisfaction with your 
interpretation of the alleged disorders in the country and said you seemed 
to be well informed. He made no allusion to the question of the status of 
Montencgro for that is one which is generally eluded in official conversation, 


t No. 347. 2 Cf. No. 347, para. 3. 
432 


since it is an essential article of the creed of the S.H.S. State that the in- 
corporation of Montenegro, since the vote taken at Podgoritsa, in the S.H.S. 
Kingdom: is a chose jugée. 

In my recent despatch No. 304 of June 254 discussing the draft constitution 
of the S.H.S. State, I have forestalled in a measure the receipt of your des- 
patch under reply. You will have seen that the approaching elections for 
the Constituent Assembly to be held throughout the S.H.S. Kingdom will, 
according to the present intentions of the governing parties, enable the 
Montenegrin deputies to be elected freely enough, but these deputies will 
only be able to vote in common with the deputies from all other parts of the 
Kingdom in regard to the structure of a constitution common to the whole 
united domaine [sic]—in fact would, as Mr. Vesnitch expressed it, “collabo- 
rate with those of the other provinces in the organisation and consolidation 
of one common Fatherland’. 

Ever since my arrival here last November I have consistently reported that, 
since the vote of Podgoritsa, there has never been any intention of such 
a procedure as Montenegro electing deputies to meet an equal number of 
deputies representing Jugo-Slavia in order to arrange a basis for a union of 
the two States. 

Although Your Lordship in your despatch under reply, regards the state- 
ment of Mr. Vesnitch as corresponding with the point of view of His Majesty’s 
Government, I do not think it really does. The Electoral Law on which the 
Elections will be based is the one now being discussed in the Provisional 
National Representation in which Montenegro is represented and the law 
will be alike for all the Kingdom of the S.H.S., including, of course, Monte- 
negro itself. The Constituant [sic] Assembly will meet and the Government 
will present its draft Constitution such as I discussed in my above-mentioned 
despatch. This will be voted on, amended or rejected according to the man- 
dates of the majority of the deputies from the whole of the Union. According 
to a forecast published recently in the ‘Samouprava’, of which I enclose a 
translation,* the number of deputies in the Constituant Assembly will be 
four hundred and fourteen, to which Montenegro will contribute eight. 

Although your Lordship states that His Majesty’s Government do not 
accept Mr. Vesnitch’s point of view that the question is a settled one, I can 
only repeat what I wrote in my despatch No. 8 of January 8,4 that the Powers 
would do well to avoid any direct challenge as to the status of Montenegro. 
I cannot imagine that your Lordship is anxious to add to the responsibilities 
of Great Britain, and since we have accepted the racial tie as the basis for the 
reconstruction of Europe and there is no denial that the Montenegrins are 
of identical race with the Serbs, I should have thought it wiser that the 
decision of Podgoritsa should be allowed to hold as the one most consistent 
with the logical trend of events and the most likely to produce a passable 
settlement free from responsibilities for ourselves. Of course if some violent 


3 The so-called National Assembly of Montenegro, meeting at Podgoritsa, had declared 
in favour of union with Serbia on Nov. 24, 1918. Cf. Vol. VII, Appendix 2 to No. 24. 
+ Not printed. 


I, XII 433 Ff 


movement of an undoubtedly genuine nature were to manifest itself in favour 
of independence, such an attitude of acquiescence might be revised, but it 
is generally stated that since the evacuation by the Italians of their stations 
in Montenegrin territory, such disorders as there were have already quieted 
down. 

Your Lordship has doubtless received a letter, dated June 9, of which a 
copy has also been sent to me, from Mr. Alexander Devine’ respecting a 
British Relief Mission to Montenegto [sic]. Mr. Devine is, I understand, well 
known to be amongst those who have taken up the cause of King Nicholas.® 
It makes one very impatient that private persons ostensibly engaged in 
philanthropic work should show such a strong bias against the de facto 
Government, and one can hardly blame the S.H.S. Government for not 
admitting persons affiliated with societies like the Montenegrin Relief Fund 
notoriously supporting the cause of the open enemy of that de facto Govern- 
ment. 

Mr. Devine alludes to the prefects and their employés as being ‘renegade’ 
Montenegrins in the service of Serbia and in every line of his report shows a 
partisanship which should not properly be exhibited by anyone purely bent 
on a charitable enterprise. 

That much misery still exists in Montenegro is doubtless true, but this is 
owing to economic conditions for which the Serbian Government are not to 
blame and which the Serbian Government are endeavouring with much 
persistence to overcome. The ‘Politica’ of July 2 announces that the following 
credits to Montenegro have been granted by the Minister of Finance: 


1. Two million Dinars for provisioning. 

2. One million one hundred thousand dinars for the reconstitution of 
live stock. 

3. Eight hundred thousand dinars for the purchase of motor lorries to 
transport provisions and other necessities to Montenegro. 

4. Eleven million dinars for the payment of salaries and pensions to the 
Montenegrin Officials on account of their pay &c. during the Austrian 
occupation of Montenegro. 


I have frequently reported that it was the difficulty of transport which was 
the great obstacle in the way of bringing relief to Montenegro and the same 
newspaper states that for two months trucks loaded with provisions for 
Montenegro have been awaiting their turn along the narrow guage [sic] and 
overworked Bosnian line. 

The only people who can give an account of what goes on in Montenegro 
are the American Red Cross and the United States Minister, Mr. Dodge, is 
at my request examining all the members of that Society—and they are 
numerous—who come up to Belgrade. They are all agreed that everything 


S Principal organiser of an unofficial British Relief Mission to Montenegro. His letter of 
June 9 has not been traced in Foreign Office archives. 

© King Nicholas had left Montenegro at the end of 1915 when his army surrendered to 
the Austrian invaders. 
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is very quiet except for some occasional brigandage, and that the population 
are contented with the present régime. They have no complaints that relief 
is held back from the families of the adherents of King Nicholas—so far as 
the Americans are concerned. I should not be prepared to vouch that the 
adherents of the S.H.S. Government would make things comfortable for their 
political opponents. The American Admiral, who is stationed at Spalato and 
cruises on the Coast, had heard nothing of Serbian cruelties in Montenegro 
and Mr. Lieper, a ‘Morning Post’ Correspondent who has recently been 
travelling through Montenegro, seemed quite satisfied with the state of affairs. 
An Australian lady, Miss Kelso King, who has been for some months in 
charge of the Australian Canteen Fund, bears the same testimony. 

I have, &c., 

ALBAN YOUNG 


No. 356 
Mr. Rattigan (Bucharest) to Earl Curzon (Received Fuly 28) 


No. 191 [C 2419/769/19] 
BUCHAREST, July 20, 1920 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to report that the situation in Roumania is far from 
encouraging. The Government are showing themselves incapable of coping 
with the task of reconstruction. The time of Parliament 1s taken up with 
undignified squabbles between the party leaders, and there are continued 
incidents of the nature reported in my despatch No. 182.! 

Meanwhile practically nothing is being done to meet the needs of the 
country. General Averesco’s popularity appears to be waning fast, a contin- 
gency for which I have already prepared Your Lordship. I fear that, if the 
Government allow matters to drift any further, the mass of the people, who 
looked to Averesco for salvation, will inevitably become disillusioned, and 
reach a stage where any change of Government may appear desirable. 

Much of the responsibility for this state of things may be laid at the door 
of the Bratianists. I had the honour to warn Your Lordship in my despatch 
No. 65 of March 25th? that Bratiano’s designs were not difficult to fathom. 
While apparently supporting Averesco in his task of reconstruction, he 
obviously intended to do all in his power to effect his fall. With this object 
in view, he encouraged the Government in widening their breach with the 
Transylvanian leaders. The influence of his brother, Ventila Bratiano was 
at the same time exerted to impart his notorious xenophobe tendencies to the 
economic policy of the Government, and Great Britain is, of course, the béte 
noire of the Bratianists. The latter have consequently spared no pains to fill 

t Of July 8, not printed. The incident reported had occurred on July 6 when the opposi- 
tion had refused to leave the Chamber after the President had suspended the sitting and an 


armed guard had to be sent for. 
2 Not printed. 


435 


the Government with suspicions of British designs on this country. One meets 
with proof of these sinister activities on the part of the Bratianists at every 
step. Whether it is a question of our naval offer, the loan proposals, or our 
protests against the misguided petroleum legislation of the Government, the 
Bratianist press is at once filled with violent articles exposing the alleged 
nefarious designs of His Majesty’s Government. 

The economic, and financial, hold on the country still possessed by the 
Bratianists remains so strong that it is a very serious factor to be reckoned 
with. The Government do not appear to have the necessary strength to deal 
with it radically. In fact, they would seem to be afraid of Ventila Bratiano, 
and some of the Ministers are apparently under his influence. At any rate 
there is little doubt that the recent decree law handing over a monopoly to 
the INDUSTRIA ROMANA DE PETROL, a company created by Ventila Bratiano, 
was the outcome of a job between the latter, Mr. Argetoyano, and the 
Minister of Commerce, M. Tasloyano.3 

In the course of a recent conversation with Mr. Aristide Blanc I pointed 
out to him the dangerous situation into which the Government were drifting 
under the influence of the Bratianists. Mr. Blanc frankly admitted this, but 
said that he himself was fighting Ventila Bratiano with all the means at his 
disposal, and was confident of ultimate success. I told him that, in spite of 
the assurances given me by the King, and Mr. Take Jonescu, the decree-law 
in question had not yet been amended or withdrawn. He asked me to state 
my views as to the amendments desired, and, on my doing so, requested me 
to draw up a draft decree. If he agreed with the latter he would ‘slap it 
down’ on Averesco’s table, and tell him that, if he did not engage to bring it 
in at once, he, Mr. Blanc, would throw up his work of obtaining a foreign 
loan.* He thought that the Government realised that their one chance of 
obtaining a loan was through him, and that this threat would consequently 
have the desired effect. 

I promised to draft a decree law which I thought would be fair both to the 
Government, and to the Petroleum Industry. After consultation with Mr. 
Guest, Manager of the Astra,’ I have now drawn up the main lines of this 
decree, and Mr. Blanc is coming to see it this afternoon. The basis on which 
I have worked is entire liberty of export for the oil companies. The Govern- 
ment should exact a direct tax, on a scale which will leave a reasonable profit 
to the Companies for the export of oil products to Great Britain, and 
France. I would observe that the scale of taxes at present proposed by the 
Government is so high as to preclude export of oil products to all countries 
save Austria, Czecho-Slovakia &c., whose needs are so great that they are 
prepared to pay at rates far in excess of the world prices. This is, of course, 
as I have pointed out to the Roumanian Government, merely a temporary 
phase, and cannot be counted upon in fixing the rate of export taxes. 

I have, &c., 
FRANK RATTIGAN 


3 See Nos. 339 and 344 above. ¢ Cf. Nos. 341 and 351 above. 
5 The Astra Romana, Roumania’s largest oil company. 
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No. 357 
Mr. Rattigan (Bucharest) to Earl Curzon (Received August 4) 


No. 203 [C 2967/769/19] 
BUCHAREST, July 29, 1920 


Confidential 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to report that the King sent for me yesterday afternoon, 
and talked to me at great length on the situation. 

His Majesty began by saying that he had heard that I was leaving the 
country very shortly, and that he had wished to have a long final talk with 
me on Roumanian affairs. I took this opportunity of informing His Majesty 
of Sir Herbert Dering’s appointment, and said that I would be glad to learn 
as soon as possible whether his nomination was agreeable to the King, and 
the Roumanian Government. I explained that some weeks’ delay in obtain- 
ing the ‘agrément’ had already occurred owing to a telegram from Your 
Lordship having apparently gone astray. His Majesty replied that Sir Her- 
bert Dering’s appointment was entirely agreeable to him.! He proceeded to 
sound me as to the new Minister’s views on Roumanian affairs, and appeared 
to be apprehensive that he might bring with him something of a Bulgarian 
atmosphere. I assured His Majesty that Sir Herbert Dering would come 
here with an entirely open mind, and would judge Roumanian affairs on 
their merits from an impartial standpoint. I would not however hide from 
His Majesty that an impartial observer, examining Roumanian affairs at the 
present time, must, I feared, take a somewhat gloomy view of the country. 

The King replied that he did not think there was need for excessive 
pessimism as to the future. The people were on the whole prosperous, and 
contented, and there was little or no real Bolshevism in the country. 

I replied that it was true that Bolshevism had not at present found many 
advocates in Roumania. I agreed that the peasant population possessed a 
considerable amount of money, and, as they were not apt to look very far 
ahead, they gave the appearance of being happy and contented. I thought, 
however, that to make this state of things permanent, it was necessary for 
the Government to take up immediately with a firm hand a comprehensive 
programme of reconstruction. Unfortunately I could see little sign of such 
action by the Government. Indeed some of the Ministers, especially those 
of Commerce, and Communications, appeared to be imbued with the short- 
sighted xenophobia of Ventila Bratiano. I instanced the recent Decree Laws 
dealing with Petroleum, and Minerals. Such a policy would make recon- 
struction impossible. 

The King admitted that this was so, but assured me that he himself was 
determined to lead the Government into a more enlightened economic 
policy. He recognised clearly that foreign assistance was indispensable 
for the development of the country, and that this assistance could not be 


1 The appointment of Sir H. Dering as H.M. Minister at Bucharest was officially 
announced on Aug. 9g. 
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obtained for nothing. The difficulty was that the Roumanians would not hear 
of any kind of concession. 

I replied that nobody wished to hurt Roumanian susceptibilities, but that, 
whenever any kind of security had been asked for by foreign firms, who had 
been approached for a loan, there had invariably been an outcry that 
Roumania was being treated ‘a la Somaliland’. This sort of thing would end 
by finally discouraging financial circles abroad from taking any further 
interest in this country. 

The King said that he had spoken very strongly about all this at the last 
meeting of the Council, and had been supported by Take Jonesco. He hoped 
that the Government would shortly adopt a more enlightened economic 
policy. 

I reminded His Majesty that, in present conditions, anyone residing in the 
country more than a few miles from Bucarest was just as effectually cut off 
from all civilisation as if he were buried in the heart of Africa. There were 
no posts, telegrams, or means of communication of any kind, and the state 
of the roads was simply scandalous. No country where such a state of thing[s] 
existed could be said to be really prosperous. I strongly advised His Majesty 
to take an active part in instilling some reconstructive energy into the 
Government. It was true that the happy-go-lucky Roumanian peasant was 
not apt to make trouble about discomfort, but he would not tolerate such a 
state of things indefinitely. 

Passing to foreign policy His Majesty said that Roumania, while sympa- 
thising with Poland, was determined to remain neutral. He certainly had 
no intention of taking up any active hostilities against the Bolsheviks. He 
only hoped that, in so far as their relations with the latter were concerned, 
the present conditions—neither peace nor war—might be prolonged. The 
Bolsheviks were even more dangerous in peace than in war owing to their 
methods of propaganda. He was delighted with Mr. Lloyd George’s idea of 
a conference,? and trusted that it would be held in London. He spoke of 
Take Jonesco’s desire to effect a Central European bloc, and approved 
generally of the idea. It would be an excellent thing if a friendly understanding 
could be arrived at between Poland, Czecho-Slovakia, Serbia, Roumania 
and Greece, as the states concerned would then be able to combine against 
aggression from East or West. 

I said I thought that an attempt should be made to include Hungary, and 
Bulgaria. The King however seemed sceptical as to the former abandoning 
her chauvinistic and aggressive designs. He expressed great satisfaction at 
the improved relations with Serbia, and said he hoped that a real under- 
standing would soon be arrived at. Meanwhile there was every prospect of 
the questions arising out of the delimitation of the BANAT being settled in 
a friendly spirit by direct negotiations between the two countries. 

I congratulated His Majesty on this satisfactory state of things, and said 
I had always been convinced that friendship with Serbia ought to be the 
Keystone of Roumania’s foreign policy. 

2 See Vol. XI, No. 325. 
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His Majesty concluded the interview by the most friendly, and eulogistic, 
references to Great Britain and was kind enough to express his sincere thanks 
to me for the help, and advice, which I had given him during the critical 
times of the last year and half.3 

I have, &c., 
FRANK RATTIGAN 


3 In his despatch No. 341 of Aug. 16 acknowledging the receipt of the foregoing despatch 
Lord Curzon wrote to Mr. Rattigan as follows: ‘Your departure affords me an opportunity 
of expressing my complete satisfaction with the able manner in which you have conducted 
the affairs of His Majesty’s Legation at Bucharest during the period that has elapsed since 
the Armistice with Germany. The sound judgment which you have consistently displayed 
has enabled you to exercise a very useful and salutary influence over the Government and 
Court of Roumania.’ 


No. 358 


Earl Curzon to Mr. Rattigan (Bucharest) 
No. 318 [C 1916/20/79] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, July 30, 1920 
Sir, 

With reference to your telegram No. 296 of June 15th:! regarding German 
holding in the Steaua Romana oil company, I have to transmit to you here- 
with a copy of the Anglo-French Petroleum Agreement, signed at San Remo 
on April 24th,? which provides that in any common negotiations to be entered 
into with the Roumanian Government for acquisition of oil concessions, 
shares or other interests belonging to former enemy subjects or bodies in 
Roumania which have been sequestrated, e.g. Steaua Romana, the British 
and French Governments shall support their respective nationals. All shares 
belonging to former enemy concessions which can be secured and all other 
advantages derived from these negotiations are to be equally divided between 
British and French interests. 

2. The French Ambassador informed me on July 3rd that a Franco- 
Roumanian group had been constituted to purchase 5001 Bulgarian shares 
in Steaua Romana, being majority of capital of that company deposited in 
a Swiss bank as security for loan made to German banks. The Roumanian 
Government required an assurance to be given by the French Minister at 
Bucharest that His Majesty’s Government would not object to their stamping 
these shares after purchase. The Ambassador suggested that the French 
group should offer to a British group participation less than 50%, in which 
case the French Government would take account in other petroleum negotia- 
tions of the proportion in which the shares were divided between the groups. 

g. A British group have now approached Petroleum Department stating 
that they are in negotiation with French group, latter having in fact secured 


1 Not printed. Cf. No. 353, n. 7. 2 See No. 340, n. 3. 
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option over 100,001 shares, they state that an understanding had been arrived 
at between the French group and the Roumanian group, by which the latter 
would obtain 51%, and the French and their associates 49%; the French 
group recognised that their associates must be British on a basis of equal 
participation and had agreed to accept participation of the group repre- 
sented by Messrs. James Dunning and Company and Messrs. Stern Brothers; 
the shares in question were deposited with banks in Switzerland and Scandi- 
navia to secure advances for the repayment of which the Deutsche Bank were 
responsible. 

4. The British group and French Ambassador are being informed that, 
subject to it being clearly established that the shares were deposited by the 
Deutsche Bank in Scandinavia or Switzerland as security before the Rou- 
manian declaration of war, His Majesty’s Government approve of the 
participation by the group in the purchase of these shares on equal terms 
with the French banking group; that His Majesty’s Government raise no 
objection to the stamping of the shares by the Roumanian Government with 
the necessary certificate; and that the French and Roumanian Governments 
are being informed accordingly. 

5. Please arrange the matter with your French colleague and make the 
necessary communication to Roumanian Government. 

Iam, &c., 
(for the Secretary of State) 
Eric Putpps? 
3 An Assistant Secretary in the Foreign Office. 


No. 359 
Earl Curzon to Sir H. Dering (Softa) 


No. 153 [C 1876/245/19] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, August 5, 1920 
Sir, 

I have received your despatch No. 201 of the 9th July' and approve 
language used by you in the note addressed to the Bulgarian Minister for 
Foreign Affairs on the 7th instant and in your subsequent conversation with 
Monsieur Stamboliisky [Stancioff] in regard to the new budget provisions 
of the Bulgarian Government. 

2. I shall, however, be glad if you will bear in mind that it is desirable that 
nothing should be done by the Allied representatives at Sofia in their repre- 
sentations to Monsieur Stamboliisky in regard to this question which might 
prejudice the eventual collection of reparation from Bulgaria by the Allied 
Commission when it arrives in that country. 

3. With reference to my despatch No. 149 of the goth ultimo,? I shall also 
be glad if you will call the attention of the Bulgarian Government to the 


t No. 354. 2 Not printed. 
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terms of Article 177 (k) of the treaty of Neuilly-sur-Seine in connection with 
the proposed capital levy in Bulgaria.3 
Iam, &c.,4 

3 In his despatch No. 294 of Aug. 20 (not printed) Sir H. Dering reported that he had 
notified the Bulgarian Government accordingly, ‘but at the same time I have the honour 
to observe that it appears that the proposed capital levy as such has been abandoned by the 
Bulgarian Government’. 

4 Signature lacking on filed copy. 


No. 360 
Letter from Sir E. Crowe to Mr. Rattigan (Bucharest) 


[C' 2419/769/19] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, August 5, 1920 
My dear Rattigan, 

There is just one word of caution which Lord Curzon asks me to give you 
in connection with your despatch No. 191 of July 20th.! He quite realizes 
that your able and good advice has put you in a position of unusual influence 
with the Roumanian Government; but he thinks that the greatest caution is 
necessary in your dealings of the nature there described with Roumanian 
politicians and ministers; and in yourself drafting the decree for them he 
thinks that you have in this case gone rather too far. Whether the decree is 
ultimately issued or not, we may be exposed to severe criticism for interfering 
in this manner in the internal government of a foreign country. 

We shall, however, await with interest the result of Monsieur Blanc’s 
ultimatum about the oil monopoly. 

Yours always, 


Eyre A. CROWE 
1 No. 356. 


No. 361 
Letter from Mr. Rattigan (Bucharest) to Sir E. Crowe 


[C 4239/769/19] 
BUCHAREST, August 11, 1920 


My dear Crowe, 

I am afraid my Despatch No. 191! was not expressed as carefully as it 
might have been, and gave you a wrong impression. I realise fully that you 
must disapprove of any direct interference in the internal affairs of this 
country, such as would be involved by the action you describe. But, as a 
matter of fact, it is not as bad as it looked. I am concluding this letter with 
an explanation of the facts. Meanwhile, I hope you will accept my sincere 
apologies if I have gone too far, and express my regret to Lord Curzon. 

I need not recapitulate the events in connection with the pernicious petrol 


t No. 356. 
441 


legislation up to the date of Blanc’s discussion of the matter with me. I 
would point out, incidentally, that Blanc is in no sense a member of the 
Government, nor, indeed, an official servant of the State. He came to me as 
a private man, but one with a considerable hold over the Government, 
owing to the value of his services with regard to the loan negotiations. He 
began by saying that he absolutely agreed with the foreign Representatives, 
and the petroleum companies, that the present policy of the Roumanian 
Government regarding the industry was pernicious. He had his own views 
on the subject of what the Petroleum Legislation should be, but would be 
glad to have mine. He asked me to draw up a skeleton of a proposed Decree 
to be introduced in place of the objectionable one in question. If this skeleton 
plan agreed with his own views, he would take the action described in my 
despatch. I accordingly, after consultation with Guest of the ‘Astra’, made 
notes of what I thought should be the general lines of the Decree. These I 
read to Blanc—though I gave him nothing in writing. He approved my 
ideas generally, and drew up a draft Decree based thereon, which he brought 
round, and discussed with Guest, and myself. We suggested certain amend- 
ments, and advised Blanc to show the Decree, as finally drafted by him, to 
the French Minister before presenting it to Averesco. Meanwhile, I had 
kept M. Daeschner fully au courant of all that I had been doing in the matter, 
and he expressed entire approval. Blanc did show the proposed Decree to 
Daeschner, who said he was ‘pleinement d’accord’. 

Blanc pledged his word not to reveal the fact that his decree had been 
elaborated on foreign advice. Though I do not attach undue importance to 
Roumanian promises, yet in this case it was in Blanc’s own interest that the 
secret should be kept. In point of fact, up to the present, no Roumanian 
Minister or official is aware that the decree is in any way my work. Take 
Ionesco told me the other day very confidentially that Averesco had sub- 
mitted to him a proposed new Petroleum Decree, which he thought would 
meet with the general approval of the Foreign Representatives, and the 
industry. He added that he was making some slight amendments, but on the 
whole thought it an excellent measure. I don’t know that I would go as far 
as this, as there are one or two points which the industry won’t like. At the 
same time, it had to be in the nature of a compromise if it were to have a good 
chance of being adopted by the Roumanian Government. 

In any case, I am sincerely grateful to you, and Lord Curzon for the warn- 
ing, and the very kind way in which you gave it. I have more than once felt 
some anxiety as to the part I have at times been called upon to play, especially 
in the case of the King’s Consultations, but I have tried my best to be dis- 
creet. The only section of Roumanian public opinion, up to the present, 
which wants my blood is the Bratianist Party. But Bratiano was in any case 
inspired with such mad hatred of Mr. Lloyd George, Mr. Balfour and your- 
self, that his anglophobia has not been appreciably augmented by my own 
action. 

Yours sincerely, 
FRANK RATTIGAN 
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No. 362 


Earl Curzon to the Earl of Derby (Paris) 
No. 912 Telegraphic: by bag [C 3373/218/19] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, August 14, 1920 


His Majesty’s Government were unwilling to sign Bessarabian Treaty 
before Roumania had :— 


(a) given certain assurances in regard to British property in Bessarabia, 
and 
(6) ratified the Minorities Treaty, 


(a) has now been complied with,' and in regard to (4) the Roumanian Senate 
has ratified the Minorities Treaty. 


Please, therefore, arrange with French Government for signature of Bess- 
arabian Treaty directly authoritative information is received as to ratifica- 
tion by Roumanian Chamber, which is daily expected. 


' Cf. No. 350. 


No. 363 


Sir A. Young (Belgrade) to Earl Curzon (Received August 15, 11 p.m.) 
No. 233 Telegraphic [C 3848/440/19] 


BELGRADE, August 15, 1920, I p.m. 

Your telegram No. 160.! 

Military Attaché learnt from Prince Regent yesterday that Jugo-Slavs had 
occupied line of heights North of Lake Scutari in Kastrati area and approxi- 
mately fifteen kilometres East of 1913 boundary. 

Despatch giving details of line occupied went to you yesterday? in which 
it was erroneously stated that this information had also been given by Chief 
of the General Staff. 

Greek Chargé d’Affaires also told me he had news that Jugo-Slavs followed 
up their successful repulse of attack made on them in Kastrati Region as 
reported in my telegram No. 2203 by taking up positions inside Albanian 
territory. 

t Of Aug. 13, not printed. 

2 This is a reference to Belgrade despatch No. 397, which enclosed a despatch from Major 
H. W. V. Temperley (Assistant Military Attaché on special mission at Belgrade) reporting 


his conversation on Aug. 13 with the Prince Regent. 
3 Of July 28, not printed. 
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No. 364 


Earl Curzon to Sir A. Young (Belgrade) 
No. 163 Telegraphic (C 3848/440/19] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, August 18, 1920, 6 p.m. 
Confidential 


Your telegram No. 233 (of August 15th:! Jugo-Slav invasion of Albania). 

I fear that violation of 1913 frontier may develope [sic] into some irrespon- 
sible local action such as occupation of Scutari which would lead to serious 
complications. I hesitate as yet to instruct you to make official representa- 
tions to Serb-Croat-Slovene Government, but you should let them know that 
we are watching situation with anxiety and that we rely on them to prevent 
developments which might seriously prejudice the sympathy which their 
moderation has hitherto awakened. 


I No. 363. 


No. 365 


Earl Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received August 22, 11.45 a.m.) 
No. 211 Telegraphic [C 4501/4501/19] 
ATHENS, August 19, 1920, 9.50 p.m. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs spoke to me this morning about ex-King’s 
activities in Switzerland. Greek Government cannot produce concrete 
proofs of his complicity in attempt on M. Venizelos! and proposed revolution 
here but they consider it certain. 

They are therefore anxious to demand from Swiss Government that 
measures of isolation and supervision be taken against ex-King similar to 
those applied by Netherlands Government to ex-Emperor.? 

But they fear that Swiss Government will not pay much attention unless 
their statement is backed by Allies and especially by Great Britain. 

He said that he was uncertain whether he should approach His Majesty’s 
Government through me or through Greek Minister in London. I promised 
to report what he had said but advised him to instruct Greek Minister to 
speak to Your Lordship, which he is doing. He said that attitude of Swiss 
Government is most surprising: they seem to afford greater facilities to 
Constantinists than to Greeks furnished with proper Greek passports and 
credentials and they have lately expelled three Greek merchants who had 
been settled in Switzerland for years before the war and had returned there 
after the Armistice, on some trivial pretext regarding residence permit. 


1 An attempt on M. Venizclos’s life had been made in Paris on Aug. 12. 
2 The former German Emperor had been interned at Doorn in the Netherlands; cf. Vol. 
VII, No. 51, and Vol. IX, Chap. VII. 
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No. 366 


Sir A. Young (Belgrade) to Earl Curzon 
(Received August 24, 3.45 p.m.) 


No. 244 Telegraphic [C 4725/440/19] 


BELGRADE, August 23, 1920, 5 p.m. 

My immediately preceding telegram. ! 

Secretary General who attributed attacks made on Serbian troops by 
Albanians to Italian intrigues suggested that we should address observations 
to Rome, pointing out this Albanian trouble was a manifestation of one of 
the evils resulting from failure of Powers to secure settlement of Adriatic 
question.? 

He entreated that we should hasten to do so. 

Socialist journals here accuse this Government of bringing about Albanian 
attacks in order to furnish excuse for penetrating into the country. 


1 No. 367 below. These two telegrams were despatched in reverse order. 
2 Cf. for example, No. 200. 


No. 367 


Sir A. Young (Belgrade) to Earl Curzon 
(Recetved August 24, 2.35 p.m.) 


No. 243 Telegraphic [C 4723/440/19] 


BELGRADE, August 23, 1920, 9 p.m. 

Albania 

On basis of your telegram No. 163! I discussed Albanian questions yester- 
day with Secretary General for Foreign Affairs. Attitude of this Government 
is that lines their troops occupy, in so far as they are within Albanian terri- 
tory as defined in 1913, are lines of demarcation as originally allotted to 
Serbian Army in 1918 by Allied High Command. They propose to continue 
to occupy these lines until Supreme Council has taken final decision as to 
destiny of Albania. This question forms part of general Adriatic questions. 
They had strengthened their positions in the North-Western area by slight 
modifications. If Albanians remained quiet Serbians had no intention of 
making any advance, but they could not guarantee not to make punitive 
expeditions or take necessary measures for assuring safety of their troops. 

News has just been received of a fresh attack made by Albanians in Scutari 
area. Enclosure in my despatch No. 408 which went to you on August 2 Ist? 
signed ‘Special Correspondent’ represents official view of this Government in 
sense of first paragraph of above. 


1 No. 364. 2 Not printed. 
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No. 368 


Earl Curzon to Earl Granville (Athens) 
No. 149 Telegraphic [C 4501/4501/79] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, August 25, 1920, 6 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 211 (of August roth:! attitude of Swiss Government 
towards ex-King Constantine). 

His Majesty’s Government hesitate to take so unusual a course without 
definite proof of the ex-King’s complicity in the recent outrage. It will be 
sufficient to inform Minister for Foreign Affairs in that sense. 

If on his return to Athens Monsieur Venizelos himself considers such repre- 
sentations to be necessary he will doubtless address His Majesty’s Government 
on the subject.? 

1 No. 365. 

2 On Sept. 8 the Greek Minister in London handed Lord Hardinge a memorandum 
urging special measures against the ex-King of Greece in Switzerland. On the following day 
Lord Curzon commented thus: ‘It is probably quite true that the ex-King is conducting 
a violent propaganda from Switzerland. 

‘It is even possible that he may be privy to the plots for removing M. Venizelos. 

‘The Greek Govt. are therefore quite entitled to make such protests to the Swiss Govt. 
and even to take such extreme diplomatic action as they may think fit. 

‘But when we are asked to support them it becomes a question not of expediency or policy 
or friendship—but of evidence. This is insufficient—and if the French themselves, who 
appear to supply it, are not prepared to back it up by diplomatic action still less at this 
stage can we. C Qg/9.’ 


No. 369 
Earl Curzon to Sir A. Young (Belgrade) 


No. 171 Telegraphic [C 4049/440/r19] 
Confidential FOREIGN OFFICE, August 25, 1920, 6 p.m. 


Your despatch No. 397 (of August 14th.! Jugo-Slav policy in Albania). 

Statements made to Major Temperley by Prince Regent indicate that 
opinion at Belgrade is anticipating serious operations in Albania this autumn. 
I have caused a communication to be made to Mr. Trumbic? to the effect that 
His Majesty’s Government would regard with anxiety any Jugo-Slav action 
within the 1913 frontiers of Albania, and have received an assurance from 
him that the policy of the Serb-Croat-Slovene Government is to respect 
Albanian integrity and independence. 

It is possible that Dr. Trumbic’s moderate views are not generally shared in 
Belgrade, and I trust you will carefully watch the situation and keep me fully 
informed of all developments. 


1 See No. 363, n. 2. 
2 M. Trumbitch had arrived in England on Aug. 16. 
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No. 370 


Sir A. Young (Belgrade) to Earl Curzon (Received August 27, 7.15 p.m.) 


No. 251 Telegraphic [C 4981/440/19] 


BELGRADE, August 27, 1920, 2.40 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 171.! 

It is always declared here that Serbs are in favour of independence and 
integrity of Albania as defined in 1913. But I am told at Ministry for Foreign 
Affairs that independence and integrity must be complete which would not 
be the case so long as Italians retain Saseno. This pretension would seem so 
extreme that it probably means that Serbs are bent on obtaining Scutari or 
other compensation against retention of Saseno by Italians.” 

I understand from Secretary-General that a Note has been addressed to 
Four Great Powers exposing Serb point of view in regard to Albanian 
situation and inviting them to send commissions to make enquiries on the 
spot. He said he hoped that if we accepted we would not send General 
Phillips.3 

Serbs seem to wish to develop idea that they are acting in Albania under 
mandate of Allies. They belittle Government at Tirana as not being a serious 
one and point out that though Serb-Croat-Slovene Government have just 
received excuses of that Government for attack made on July 25th in Castrati 
region and promises to punish offenders, a fresh attack had now taken place 
in same quarter. 

They endeavour to detect the hand of Italy in every phase and corner of 
troubles. 

t No. 369. 

2 On Aug. 2 the Italian Government had concluded an agreement with the Albanian 
Government at Tirana under which the former agreed to the immediate withdrawal of all 


Italian troops from Albania with the exception of Scutari and the island of Saseno. 
3 Brig.-Gen. G. F. Phillips, Head of the British Military Mission sent to Albania in 1918. 


No. 371 
Earl Curzon to Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) 


No. 384 Telegraphic [4723/440/19] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, August 27, 1920, 5 p.m. 


Belgrade telegram No. 245 A (of August 23rd.! Albania). 

On hearing report that Serbian troops were advancing into Albania I 
caused representations to be made both to Serb-Croat-Slovene Government 
at Belgrade and personally to Dr. Trumbic? who is now in London. I was 
assured by both that Albanians had been the first to break the peace, that 
the Jugo-Slav troops had occupied little more than the line of demarcation 
assigned to them by the Commander-in-Chief of the Allied Forces in 1918,3 


t Not printed. 2 See No. 369. 3 General Franchet d’Esperey. 
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and that if the Albanians kept quiet the Serbs would not advance any 
further. Serb-Croat-Slovene Government have stated definitely that their 
official policy is to respect the 1913 frontiers, or whatever frontiers the 
Supreme Council may eventually define for Albania. 

In these circumstances I consider that chief hope of peace rests with 
Italian Government who alone of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers 
have recognised the Tirana Government and whose influence with latter may 
be strong enough to prevent Albanians giving Jugo-Slavs any further provo- 
cation or excuse. 

Please make representations to Italian Government in the above sense. 

Repeated to Belgrade No. 173 and to Paris No. 961 and Washington 
No. 704 for information of French and United States Governments. 


No. 372 
Earl Curzon to Sir A. Young (Belgrade) 


No. 174 Telegraphic [C 4723/440/19] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, August 27, 1920, 5 p.m. 


My telegram No. 384 to Rome (of August 27th.! Albania). 

You may allow Serb-Croat-Slovene Government to understand that we 
have made representations at Rome, but you should make it clear that we 
still consider that serious responsibility for future developments still lies with 


Belgrade. 
1 No. 371. 


No. 373 
Memorandum communicated by the Italian Ambassador (Received August 28) 


[C 5016/440/r9] 
ITALIAN EMBASSY, LONDON, August 28, 1920 
Translation 


The Italian Government learns that the Serbian Secretary-General for 
Foreign Affairs is said to have stated that the Serbian troops have been 
ordered to re-occupy the line of demarcation fixed at the end of 1918, that 
Italy has not left Albania, inasmuch as she is still occupying Scutari, Durazzo, 
Valona, and Santi Quaranta, and that, in virtue of the mandate conferred 
on her by the Powers, Serbia was authorised to remain on that line until the 
complete evacuation of Albania on the part of the Italian troops. 

The Italian garrisoning of Scutari has an international character; there is 
none at Durazzo, whilst repatriation is taking place at Valona and Santi 
Quaranta. 

Apart from this, the Serbian assertion as to the boundary line established in 
1918 and as to the permission said to have been given to Serbia by the Powers 
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to occupy Albania as far as the Drin, is one of which the Italian Government 
has been hitherto unaware, and which it cannot regard as correct, seeing that 
both the boundary line and the permission mentioned above should have 
been settled with the cognisance and consent of such Government, which was 
not the case. 

The Italian Government greatly fears that the violation of the Albanian 
boundary of 1913, by reason of Serbian military occupation, may give rise 
to increasing resistance on the part of the Albanians. Such a state of affairs— 
which the Italian Government has repeatedly denounced as contrary to the 
decisions of the Allied Powers—disturbs the general policy of pacification 
pursued by the Powers, and more especially in the region of Scutari. 

The Italian Government considers that the best way of preventing future 
complications in the Balkans would be for the Powers to intervene and declare 
that the frontiers settled by them in 1913 for Albania be respected by all, and 
it has given its Ministers at Athens and Belgrade instructions that, as soon 
as their British and French confréres shall have been authorised, they will ad- 
vise the Governments to which they are respectively accredited to that effect. 


No. 374 
Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) to Earl Curzon (Received September 1, 10 a.m.) 


No. 377 Telegraphic [C 5283/440/r19] 


ROME, August 31, 1920, 8.30 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 384.! 

Note in accordance with your instructions was handed to Count Manzoni 
who deals with Albanian affairs at Ministry for Foreign Affairs and he was 
asked to take the action which you desire as soon as possible. To-day he gave 
Secretary of Embassy the official reply of Italian Government which is to 
following effect: 

Begins. 

Italian Government have no knowledge of, and in any case have never 
agreed to Serbian line of demarcation within Albanian frontier as laid down 
by Powers in 1913 [? 1918]. In note of April rgth, 1919, French Minister for 
Foreign Affairs conveyed to Count Bonin? assurance given by Voyvode 
Michich3 to General Franchet d’Esperey that Serbian troops had been 
ordered not to cross Eastern frontier of Albania and had observed this order. 
That assurance however did not then and does not now conform with facts, 
as Serbian Government themselves admit, although they have declared their 
policy to be that of respecting 1913 frontiers. Cause of present Albano-Serb 
conflicts is continued occupation by Serbs of territory assigned by Powers to 
Albania in 1913 which is not even justifiable now on grounds of existence of 
state of war since all peace treaties have been signed. Only natural and fair 


t No. 371. 2 Italian Ambassador at Paris. 
3 In command of the Serbian troops. 
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solution of these conflicts and one affording greatest hope for maintenance 
of peace in Balkans lies in direct action of Powers with the view to enforce 
respect of all laws of Albanian frontiers determined in 1913 until and unless 
Peace Conference eventually reach a different decision on frontier question. 
Italian Government have already counselled moderation to Albanians, who 
have replied that they are working for liberation of their national territory 
and that they would respect 1913 frontiers. Italian Government are pre- 
pared to intervene again with Tirana Government but they strongly hold 
that such intervention can only have any prospect of success if accompanied 
by assurance in name of Powers that Powers will enforce respect of 1913 
frontiers until Peace Conference determines other frontiers. Italian Govern- 
ment trust they may receive early expression of His Majesty’s Government’s 
concurrence in this practical and fair solution of the question. Ends. Trans- 
lation of Italian Note will follow by bag. 

In the course of conversation Count Manzoni said that Italian Govern- 
ment could not advise Tirana Government to restrain Albanian forces within 
line of demarcation of which Italian Government do not themselves admit 
existence. Italian Government only recognise 1913 frontiers and he himself 
believed Serbs were endeavouring to confuse the issue by appealing to this 
line of demarcation. He admitted that Albanian gendarmerie had been the 
aggressors last month in Scutari region but Tirana Government were able to 
control gendarmerie who have now withdrawn from frontier; it is by no 
means certain that they can control all Albanian bands. He did not person- 
ally consider Serb contention that Albanians had first broken peace as 
entirely justified so long as Serbs remain in occupation of areas well within 
1913 frontier of Albania. He produced a map purporting to show such areas 
still in Serb occupation and said that if Serbs really meant to respect 1913 
frontier as they stated, let them at once withdraw from those areas. 

It was pointed out to him that your aim is to promote peace between 
Albanians and Serbs and that present representations of His Majesty’s 
Government were for purpose of enlisting the assistance of Italian Govern- 
ment and not of discussing question of Albanian frontier. He replied that 
Italian Government fully sympathize with your object and he had himself 
while conducting his recent negotiations with Tirana Government personally 
counselled that Government to avoid any provocative action vis-d-vis Serbs 
but Italian Government felt that they could not go further than that unless 
Powers could give Albanians assurance as to 1913 frontier suggested in 
Italian Government’s note. 

He mentioned incidentally that he considered you to be under a mis- 
apprehension as to Italian Government’s recognition of Tirana Government 
with whom they had negotiated and concluded agreement merely as a de facto 
Government and whom they have not recognised as de jure. 

Addressed to Foreign Office. 

Sent to Belgrade. 


4 Transmitted under cover of Rome despatch No. 691 of Sept. 3 (received Sept. 8), not 
printed. 
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No. 375 
Earl Curzon to the Earl of Derby (Paris) 


No. 982 Telegraphic: by bag [C 5587/440/19]} 
| FOREIGN OFFICE, September 4, 1920, 6 p.m. 

Italian Ambassador informs me that Italian Ministers at Belgrade and 
Athens have received instructions to join with their French and British 
Colleagues in urging immediate evacuation of Albanian territory within 1913 
frontiers.? 

I am replying? that S.C.S. Govt. have already given assurances that they 
will recognise independence and integrity of Albania within frontiers which 
Supreme Council may determine, and that they have promised not to 
advance beyond their present positions if the Albanians do not attack them: 
that representations suggested would invite a rejoinder from S.C.S. Govt. 
in the sense that their present zone of occupation was that allotted to them by 
General Franchet d’Esperey in October 1913 [1918], and that this rejoinder 
would raise whole question of occupation of other Adriatic territories under 
analogous armistice provisions. I am suggesting therefore that action of 
Powers should be confined to taking note of S.C.S. assurances as to eventual 
integrity of Albania, and to urging on Albanians and Jugo-Slavs necessity 
of keeping the peace pending a final settlement. As regards the Greeks I am 
merely saying that representations appear unnecessary since Hellenic Govt. 
do not contemplate embarking on occupation of Albanian territory until 
their frontiers are settled. 

Confidential. I do not expect of course that representations at Belgrade and 
Tirana will avail to prevent hostilities, but to adopt Italian Suggestion would 
be to isolate Albanian question from general Adriatic settlement now im- 
pending, and to render S.C.S. Govt. even more recalcitrant by making the 
question one of ‘amour propre’. 

Please inform French Govt. and suggest that they should reply in analogous 
sense to Italian proposal. 

Repeated to Rome Belgrade Athens. 


1 Manuscript text only is preserved in this file. 2 See No. 373. 
3 In a note of Sept. 6 (not printed) to the Marquis Imperiali. 


No. 376 
Earl Curzon to Earl Granville (Athens) 
No. 160 Telegraphic [C 5587/440/19]' 
FOREIGN OFFICE, September 4, 1920, 6 p.m. 
My tel. No. 982 to Paris? (Albania). 

Please inform M. Venizelos confidentially and add that I trust he will not 
allow Greek troops to occupy Northern Epirus pending final settlement of 
frontiers by Supreme Council. 

1 Manuscript text only is preserved in this file. 2 No. 375. 
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No. 377 
Earl Curzon to Sir A. Young (Belgrade) 


No. 182 Telegraphic [C 5587/440/19] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, September 4, 1920, 6 p.m. 


My telegram No. 982 to Paris.' (Albania). 

You may inform Serb-Croat-Slovene Government confidentially of Italian 
suggestion and my reply and add that I rely on them loyally to execute the 
assurances they have given. 

1 No. 375. 


No. 378 


Earl Curzon to H.M. Representatives at Paris, Washington and Rome 


No. 986! Telegraphic [C 5160/440/19| 
FOREIGN OFFICE, September 6, 1920, 3 p.m. 


Serb-Croat-Slovene Government have proposed that International Com- 
mission should proceed to Albania to enquire into recent disturbances.” 

I consider presence of international Commission would have pacifying 
eftect and that its functions might be extended so as to allow it to report to 
Ambassadors’ Conference on general situation in Albania and best means of 
maintaining peace. 

Please inform Government to which you are accredited and enquire their 
views. 

Repeated to Belgrade No. 183. 


! No. 986 to Paris; No. 717 to Washington; No. 406 to Rome. 
2 Cf. No. 370. 


No. 379 


Sir A. Young (Belgrade) to Earl Curzon (Received September 7, 9 a.m.) 
No. 261 Telegraphic [C 5702/440/19] 


Urgent BELGRADE, September 6, 1920, 6 p.m. 

My telegram No. 260.! 

Albania. 

I saw President of the Council this morning and acted as authorized in 
your telegram No. 182.2, Monsieur Vesnic begged me to communicate to 
His Majesty’s Government his appreciation of their attitude in this matter. 
He however demurred, as I expected, to statement as expressed in your 


1 Of Sept. 5, not printed. 2 No. 377. 
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telegram to Rome No. 3843 that Serb-Croat-Slovene Government have 
stated definitely that they would respect whatever frontiers Supreme Council 
may eventually define. He said that was going too far. Naturally Serb- 
Croat-Slovene Government would not pledge themselves to acquiesce in any 
modification of 1913 frontier to their detriment and parts of frontier had not 
yet been defined at all. Monsieur Vesnic did not know whence you derived 
that assurance. I cannot find that I have reported it except in so far as it is 
inferred from statement that troops will remain where they are until Supreme 
Council has finally settled frontiers. If therefore it comes to taking Serbian 
assurances, phraseology may require some adjustment. 


3 No. 371. 


No. 380 
Mr. Kennard! (Rome) to Earl Curzon (Received September 8, 10 a.m.) 


No. 395 Telegraphic [C 5799/440/19| 


ROME, September 7, 1920, 9.15 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 406.? 

Count Manzoni to whom note in accordance with your instructions was 
handed to-day says that Italian Ambassador, London, has already expressed 
views of Italian Government on this proposal to Lord Hardinge and Mr. 
Nicolson.3 Italian Government consider international commission would 
only tend to complicate matters and that proper solution lies in withdrawal 
of Serbs from Albanian territory occupied by them within 1913 frontier and 
in declaration by Powers suggested in their note of August 31st (see my 
telegram of that date).* Latest information received by Italian Government 
is to the effect that Serbs in spite of their professed willingness to observe 1913 
frontier have within last few days advanced across that frontier and occupied 
Skumbi Valley South of any area hitherto occupied by them. 

Count Manzoni undertook however to send written reply to my note as 
he said that Ministry for Foreign Affairs had not yet had opportunity of 
considering what attitude Italian Government would take in the event of 
other Powers insisting on international Commission and whether they would 
then participate in it or abstain. He professed himself confident that declara- 
tion desired by Italian Government would have sufficient moral effect to 
induce Serbs to withdraw from occupied areas of Albania pending settlement 
of frontier by Peace Conference. 

Addressed to Foreign Office. Sent to Belgrade. 


t Counsellor of H.M. Embassy at Rome, acting as Chargé d’ Affaires. 

2 No. 378. 

3 A note on this question from the Italian Embassy had been handed to Lord Hardinge 
on Sept. 2. 

4+ No. 374. 
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No. 381 
Earl Curzon to Sir H. Dering (Sofia) 


No. 195 [C 5378/328/19] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, September 7, 1920 
Sir, 

I have received your despatch No. 312 of the 24th ultimo! enclosing a note 
from the Bulgarian Government on the subject of the military clauses of the 
Treaty of Neuilly.' 

2. Although I am fully aware that the view is held in many quarters that 
the Bulgarian Government will be unable to recruit any regular forces on a 
basis of voluntary enlistment and that this absence of any future army will 
give the Bulgarian Government an excuse for not maintaining internal and 
external order in their country with particular reference to the possible 
activity of comitadji? in Macedonia, yet I feel that these considerations are 
outweighed by the fact that the concession to one of the enemy powers of a 
modification of the peace treaty in regard to so vital a point as the abolition 
of conscription would furnish a precedent of great danger. 

3. In these circumstances you should continue to observe a negative 
attitude in this matter and if a reply to the Bulgarian Government 1s in fact 
necessary, you should return one couched in such terms as will give Monsieur 
Stamboliisky the impression that the matter is one on which it would be 
useless to approach His Majesty’s Government during his forthcoming visit 
to this country.3 

Iam, &c., 
(for the Secretary of State) 
Eric PHIpps 
! Not printed. 2 1.e. irregulars. 
3 M. Stamboliisky visited England from Oct. 9 to 31, 1920; see Nos. 409 and 414 below. 


No. 382 
Earl Curzon to Sir A. Young (Belgrade) 


No. 186 Telegraphic [C 5574/440/19]' 


Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, September 8, 1920, 11 p.m. 


Your tel. No. 257 (of Sept. 4.2 Jugo-Slav advance in Albania). 
Recent advance indicates possible intention of deposing Tirana Govt. in 
favour of Essadists.3 


1 Manuscript text only is preserved in this file. 
2 Not printed. 
3 Followers of the late Essad Pasha, who had attempted a coup in Albania in June 1920. 
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Please inform S.C.S. Govt. immediately that H.M.G. strongly disapprove 
of their action. It was only after considerable hesitation and relying on 
assurances given by S.C.S. Govt. that I rejected Italian proposal for joint 
representations at Belgrade.+ Unless S.C.S. Govt. give immediate instructions 
for withdrawal of their troops to 1918 line of demarcation, and renew official 
assurances to Allied Powers that they will respect integrity of Albania 
within frontiers which Conference may determine, H.M.G. will be obliged 
to reconsider their attitude. It should be obvious to S.C.S. Govt. that they 
cannot at this juncture afford to lose sympathy of Western Powers. 

Confidential. If Dr Trumbié has returned you should see him personally 
and urge him to use his influence to induce the Cabinet to adopt a more 
prudent attitude. He at least should realise inevitable consequences of 
present policy. 

* See No. 375. 


No. 383 
Earl Curzon to Earl Granville (Athens) 


No. 164 Telegraphic [C 5574/440/19}' 


FOREIGN OFFICE, September 8, 1920, II p.m. 
Confidential 
My tel. No. 186 to Belgrade (of Sept. 8th? Albania). 
Please communicate substance confidentially to M. Venizelos and add that 
I trust Greece will, even in face of provocation, adopt purely defensive 
attitude in Northern Epirus. 


1 Manuscript text only is preserved in this file. 
2 No. 382. 


No. 384 
Earl Curzon to Sir A. Young (Belgrade) 


No. 189 [C 4789/307/19}' 


FOREIGN OFFICE, September 10, 1920, 3.45 p.m. 


Your desp. No. 412 (of Aug. 21st).? 

Please report as soon as possible arrangements made for elections? and 
area within which they will be held. It is particularly important to know 
whether Montenegro will be included. If so, in view of pledges given that 
Montenegrins will be given full opportunity of making their wishes known, 
H.M.G. will require to be satisfied that freedom of election is assured. 


1 Manuscript text only is preserved in this file. 
2 Not printed. 
3 i.e. the elections to the Yugoslav Constituent Assembly to be held in Nov. 1920. 
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No. 385 


The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon 
(Received September 11, 8.50 a.m.) 


No. 1084 Telegraphic [C 6089/4027/19] 


PARIS, September 10, 1920, 8.10 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 988.! 

I requested Conference this morning to reconsider their decision taken at 
last meeting, and to agree to 12 Austro-Hungarian torpedo boats remaining 
at Cattaro after French evacuation.2, My Italian Colleague, however, as I 
foresaw, insisted on these ships being removed to an allied port, and as I saw 
no prospect of inducing him to yield on this point I agreed that question 
should be adjourned so as to enable me to consult my Government further. 
In the circumstances I should be grateful to receive an early reply to my 
telegram No. 10773 as I gathered that Admiralty are prepared, failing any 
other solution, to agree to these boats going to Bizerta (see Admiralty letter 
to Foreign Office of September gth).+ I have sounded French and find that 
they would be prepared to receive them. They reply however that in their 
opinion it would be a most dangerous proceeding at this period of the year 
to tow them across the Mediterranean and that they cannot be responsible 
for their safety nor for any expenditure involved, nor can they undertake 
towage. 

t Of Sept. 9, not printed. 

2 The Supreme Council had on Dec. 9, 1919, allotted these 12 vessels to the Yugoslav 
Government, stipulating that they should be disarmed and not employed until the mari- 
time frontiers of the Serb-Croat-Slovene State had been defined. At its last meeting on 
Sept. 6, as reported in Lord Derby’s telegram No. 1069 of Sept. 6 (not printed), the Am- 
bassadors’ Conference had agreed that the ‘simplest and most economical solution would be 
to tow these boats to an Italian port’. 

3 Of Sept. 9, not printed. This had put forward arguments against the retention of the 


boats at Cattaro and asked whether they had been considered. 
4 Not printed. 


No. 386 
Earl Curzon to Sir A. Young (Belgrade) 


No. 190 Telegraphic [C 5702/440/19] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, September 10, 1920, 10 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 261 (of September 6th).? 

In note dated August 26th? Serb-Croat-Slovene representative in London 
wrote “The Royal Government have always made it clear that it would 
submit to the decisions of the Peace Conference on the Albanian Question 
and would withdraw its troops from the line of demarcation as soon as a 
request to that effect, based on the decision taken, was addressed to it by the 
Conference.’ 


1 No. 379. 2 Not printed. 
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No. 387 


Mr. Kennard (Rome) to Earl Curzon (Received September 11, 9.30 a.m.) 
Unnumbered Telegraphic [C 6125/440/19| 


ROME, September 10, 1920, 10 p.m. 


My telegram September 7th! and your telegram No. 406.? 

Italian reply received to-day is being sent by bag to-morrow.? It states 
that Italian Government consider proposal of Serb-Croat-Slovene Govern- 
ment inacceptable as likely to prolong present dangerous state of things in 
Albania and to complicate the situation. 

Italian Government propose instead that Serb-Croat-Slovene Government 
should be informed that Powers consider that pending different decision by 
Peace Conference, frontiers assigned to Albania in 1913 must be respected 
by all and that analogous communication should be made to Tirana Govern- 
ment in name of Powers. Italian Government are however disposed to adhere 
to appointment of International Commission on the understanding that 
proposal is a new one completely independent of proposal of Serb-Croat- 
Slovene Government and on condition that previous reply to Serb-Croat- 
Slovene Government and communication to Tirana Government are made 
as suggested above, that Commission is solely charged with ascertaining how 
conflicts have occurred locally and with reporting to Council of Ambassadors 
how their recurrence can be best avoided, and that it is composed of repre- 
sentatives of Allied and Associated Powers who can associate with them- 
selves one Albanian and one Serbian representative in consultative capacity. 

In handing note to Secretary of Embassy, Count Manzoni urged impor- 
tance of early action with a view to prevent further conflicts and said that 
though Italian Government consider it essential that Serbs should withdraw 
behind the 1913 frontier, they had not made their consent to commission a 
condition of such withdrawal at once, as they believe that answer which they - 
propose to Belgrade note will be sufficient to effect it. 

Addressed to Foreign Office, sent to Belgrade. 

' No. 380. 2 No. 378. 
3 Under cover of Rome despatch No. 707 (not printed), dated Sept. ro. 


No. 388 


The Earl of Derby (Parts) to Earl Curzon (Received September 11) 
No. 1082 Telegraphic: by bag [Confidential/General/ 199/93] 


PARIS, September 10, 1920 
The Conference of Ambassadors met this morning under the presidency of 
Monsieur Cambon, the Belgian Chargé d’Affaires being also present, and 
considered the following questions :— 
..19. The Naval Advisers submitted a scheme with regard to the control 
1 The omitted sections referred to other matters. 
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of the Arsenal and port of Cattaro during the period of the evacuation of the 
French, and the final allocation of that port. The Conference approved the 
scheme, which is to the following effect: 

As none of the principal Allied and Associated Powers wish to take over 
the port of Cattaro the Arsenal and port should be turned over provisionally 
to the Jugo-Slav Government, on the condition of a guarantee being given 
by that Government (1) that free navigation of the port must be open to 
warships of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers and to merchant 
vessels of all powers (2) that the Arsenal and port must not be employed for 
military work. In order to maintain the Inter-Allied character and freedom 
of navigation of the port, warships flying the flag of one or other of the 
principal Allied and Associated Powers are to visit that port as frequently as 
possible, the Commanding Officers of such ships having for the time being 
the right of the same supervision as is now exercised by the French naval 
forces. A note to this effect will be addressed to the Jugo-Slav Delegation in 
which they will be requested to give the undertakings above indicated. The 
question of the disposal of the torpedo boats at present at Cattaro was also 
considered and is dealt with in a separate telegram... .! | 


2 No. 385. 


No. 389 


Sir A. Young (Belgrade) to Earl Curzon (Received September 12, 2.30 p.m.) 
No. 266 Telegraphic [C 6146/440/19] 


BELGRADE, September 11, 1920, 1.20 p.m. 
Urgent 


Your telegram No. 186.! 

Although assurances reported in my telegrams Nos. 262? and 263? had 
largely met the object of your instructions, I at once asked for interview with 
President of the Council and delivered your message yesterday afternoon. 
President reiterated his assurances that troops had been ordered not to 
advance beyond line of demarcation and that these orders were being 
obeyed. He had in addition sent orders that there was to be no interference 
with internal affairs of Albanians. 

I then drew his attention to statement made by Italian (? Ministry of War) 
reported in Rome telegram unnumbered of September 7th . . .3 Skumbi 
Valley South of any area hitherto occupied by them. President of the Council 
knew nothing of this and telephoned at once to Ministry of War. Reply was 
that (? troops) (? had) gone as far as edge of that Valley in order to disperse 
likely centres for organisation of recent attacks. He gave me an assurance 


t No. 382. 
2 Of Sept. 6, not printed. 
3 The text is here uncertain. The reference is presumably to No. 380. 
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that troops (? that) (? had) gone beyond line of demarcation would be with- 
drawn to that line. 

With regard to renewal of official assurances that Serbian Government 
would respect integrity of Albania (? afterwards) President reminded me of 
reservation which he had made as reported in my telegram 261.4 The 
Albania whose integrity Serbian Government would respect was the 
(? country) (? as) defined by frontiers of 1913, and in so far as those frontiers 
had been left incomplete Serbian Government would recognise decision of 
Supreme Council regarding the rest of the delimitation. Serbs could not be 
expected to pledge themselves definitely to (? acquiesce in) any modification 
of frontiers of 1913 which might be to their detriment. Besides, he added, 
Albania is only part of Adriatic question and he did not think it just that this 
particular bit of the whole question should be singled out for special treat- 
ment. 

I told President of the Council that I had reported his reservation to you 
and he begged that this answer would not be considered final until you had 
replied to my telegram and he had considered your observations. 

When I referred to Italian proposal to demand immediate withdrawal to 
1913 frontiers, President of the Council said (? he could not) but emphasise 
that his Government would never consent to that. 

Monsieur Trumbitch is due to arrive here to-night with Crown Prince but 
Simplon express is running irregularly. 


4 No. 379. 


No. 390 
Earl Curzon to the Earl of Derby (Paris) 
No. 999 Telegraphic [C 6133/4027/19]' 
FOREIGN OFFICE, September 13, 1920, 6 p.m. 

Your tel. No. 1084 (of Sept. 10).? 

H.M.G. consider it wd. be highly dangerous, in view of present state of 
Jugoslav feeling, to attempt to tow these boats to an Italian port, and that 
there seems to be no ground for doing so provided they are disarmed and that 
S.H.S. Govt. give solemn undertaking not to use them pending delimitation 
of maritime frontiers.3 

In regard to specific points in your tel. No. 1077 (of Sept. 9)4 

(1) Admty. state naval attaché in Rome reports work’ can be done by 
Oct. Ist. 


(2) Local trouble is more likely to be caused by removal of boats to an 
Italian port than by disarmament in Cattaro. 


1 Manuscript text only is preserved in this file. 
2 No. 385. 3 See No. 385, n. 2. 
4 See No. 385, n. 3. 5 i.e. of disarming the boats. 
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(3) Admty. suggest that the monitors and patrol boats could be con- 
centrated at Budapest before Oct. 1st.6 If Jugoslavs raise difficulties, Allies 
could still use threat of removing boats from Cattaro. 

Your tel. No. 1082 (of Sept. 10)? gives additional argument in favour of 
leaving them there. 

Repeated to Rome and Belgrade. 


6 The reference is to several monitors and patrol boats temporarily under Yugoslav 
guardianship pending transfer to the Danube Commission and other Danube States. See 
No. 144, and No. 391 below. 

7 No. 388. 


No. 391 
The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received September 14) 


No. 1099 Telegraphic: by bag [C 6279/4027/19] 
PARIS, September 13, 1920 


My telegram No. 1077 of September goth! respecting the disposal of ex- 
Austro-Hungarian torpedo boats at present at Cattaro. 

The Jugo-Slav Delegation have as anticipated addressed a request to the 
Conference of Ambassadors asking to be given a larger number of monitors 
and patrol boats than have been allot[t]ed to them by the decision of the 
Conference of Ambassadors of the 15th April.2, Copy of their note is enclosed 
in my despatch No. 2907 of to-day’s date.3 

In practice they can satisfy their demand by simply refusing to give up the 
monitors and patrol boats at present in their possession. Hence the impor- 
tance of not giving them the torpedo boats at Cattaro until we have got 
possession of the boats on the Danube which they ought to give up. At the 
present moment they have eight monitors and five patrol boats and of these 
they will have to surrender five monitors and all the patrol boats. Moreover 
I understand that of the monitors only three are in running condition and 
these three are at present flying the Jugo-Slav flag, although two of them 
are among those which the Jugo-Slavs will have to give up. 

1 See No. 385, n. 3. 

2 In Paris telegram No. 472 of April 15 Lord Derby had reported the approval on that 
day by the Conference of Ambassadors of a ‘Memorandum by the Naval Adviser concerning 


the disposal of the Danube War Flotilla’. 
3 Not printed. 
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No. 392 


Earl Curzon to Sir A. Young (Belgrade) 
No. 199 Telegraphic [C 6146/440/19] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, September 15, 1920, 7 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 232 (of September 11th.! Albania). 

It will be sufficient for present if you can obtain from Serb-Croat-Slovene 
Government written assurance that in so far as frontier between Yugo- 
Slavia and Albania is concerned they will accept frontier defined in 1913, 
and will abide by decision of Supreme Council in regard to points where 
delimitation of that frontier has not been completed. 


! The reference should almost certainly be to Belgrade telegram No. 266, i.e. No. 389 
above. 


No. 393 


The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received September 16) 
No. 1102 Telegraphic: by bag [Confidential /General/199/3] 


PARIS, September 16, 1920 


The Conference of Ambassadors met this morning under the chairman- 
ship of M. Paléologue and the following questions were discussed: 

....! 2. In accordance with your telegram No. 999,? I urged the Con- 
ference to agree to allow the 12 torpedo boats at Cattaro to be disarmed and 
left in that port after the French evacuation. The Italian Chargé d’Affaires 
insisted again on maintaining the decision of the Conference of September 6th 
to send these boats to an allied port,3 but after some discussion agreed to 
refer the question back to his Government. As the decision was thus to be 
again adjourned, the French were asked and agreed if necessary to postpone 
their evacuation beyond October Ist so as to give time to disarm the vessels 
at Cattaro in the event of the Conference deciding on this policy. In the 
meantime, the Conference agreed that while awaiting settlement of the main 
question the Naval Advisers should be invited at once to consider the best 
method of disarming the ships at Cattaro. It was recognised that this work 
should as far as possible have an interallied character and that in order to 
ensure this it should be undertaken by the Naval Allied Commission for the 
Disposal of Enemy Vessels. Beyond this provisional ruling, I was unable to 
obtain any definite decision from the Conference pending the receipt of 
further instructions from the Italian Government and the Italian Chargé 
was careful to point out that even if his Government did agree to the ships 
being disarmed at Cattaro it did not mean they would agree to leaving them 
there after disarmament. 


t The omitted sections referred to other matters. 2 No. 390. 
3 See No. 385, n. 2. 
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3. In order to eliminate the argument that if the torpedo boats at Cattaro 
were handed over to the Jugo-Slav Government the Allies would lose a 
lever which they might need in order to induce the latter Government to 
hand over the Danube flotilla at present in their possession, I thought it 
advisable to get the Conference to settle the disposal of the flotilla forthwith. 
I had previously discussed the question with Admiral Troubridge* who held 
that it would be most undesirable to concentrate the flotilla at Budapest as 
suggested in your telegram No. ggg, as the return of the flotilla to the 
Hungarian capital would inevitably arouse patriotic excitement among 
the populace. The only alternative seemed to be to proceed forthwith with the 
distribution of the flotilla on the lines laid down by the Conference of Am- 
bassadors on April 15th5 and September 6th? and by the Naval Allied Com- 
mission for the Disposal of Enemy Vessels who has been authorised to deal 
with the disposal of naval material and ships in allied countries where the 
Naval Commissions of Control cannot function. The Conference agreed that 
this Commission should undertake forthwith the distribution of the Danube 
flotilla and the Jugo-Slav Government will be so informed and invited to 
give all facilities to the representatives of this interallied commission to 
enable them to take over the flotilla. The necessary instructions will also be 
sent to the Naval Allied Commission for the Disposal of Enemy Vessels to 
send their representatives to Belgrade. I am informing His Majesty’s 
Minister in that capital accordingly. It will not of course be possible to hand 
over the patrol boats allocated to Hungary pending the ratification of the 
Hungarian Treaty, but it will have to be decided subsequently whether these 
shall be left in Hungarian territory or removed elsewhere. They are however 
comparatively unimportant as compared with the monitors... .! 


4 Admiral Sir E. C. T. Troubridge, President of the International Commission of the 
Danube. S See No. 391, n. 2. 


No. 394 
The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received September 17) 
No. 1108 Telegraphic: by bag [C 6570/218/19] 
PARIS, September 16, 1920 

Your telegram No. 990 September roth! respecting the signature of 
Bessarabian Treaty. 

French Government argue that although they themselves have not changed 
their attitude towards this treaty they consider that it would be desirable 
before proceeding with its signature to endeavour to remove the objections 
which the United States Government have raised (see my telegram No. 742 
Section 7)? and also to ensure Roumania against troubles in the future with 

1 Not printed. 

2 Not printed. In this section Lord Derby had reported that at the meeting of the Am- 


bassadors’ Conference on June 19 the U.S. Ambassador had ‘read a memorandum re- 
capitulating the objections made by Mr. Lansing on several occasions in 1919 to the disposal 
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Russia on this subject. They propose therefore that before signing the treaty 
the Roumanian Government should obtain an assurance that the Soviet 
Government, and the Government of the South of Russia, both consent to 
the transfer of Bessarabia to Roumania. As this is practically tantamount 
to an indefinite postponement of the treaty, I should be glad to know whether 
His Majesty’s Government attach particular importance to its early signature 
and if so on what grounds, so that I may be in a position to take up the 
matter further at the Conference of Ambassadors. The first thing to do is to 
induce the United States Government to withdraw their objection and I 
venture to suggest that the best way of doing this would be by direct repre- 
sentations at Washington. 


by the Allies of Russian territory while there was no recognized Russian Government, and 
stated that his Government adhered to this view and would not be a party to the proposed 
Bessarabian Treaty’. Cf. F.R.U.S. 1920, vol. iii, p. 432. 


No. 395 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Rattigan (Bucharest) 


No. 404 [C 6413/4025/19] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, September 17, 1920 
Sir, 

With reference to your telegram No. 395 of the 11th instant! relative to the 
Roumanian attitude on the question of peace negotiations with the Russian 
Soviet Government, I take this occasion to inform you for your guidance of 
a conversation on this subject between the Prime Minister and the Crown 
Prince of Roumania which took place at 10 Downing Street on Saturday 
the 11th instant at 9.45 a.m. 

The Crown Prince of Roumania was accompanied by M. Boeresco,? and 
the Prime Minister was accompanied by Sir Maurice Hankey. The interview 
began with some conversation of a general nature, in the course of which the 
Crown Prince mentioned that Roumania had a good harvest this year, 
although this was qualified later by M. Boeresco, who explained that in some 
parts of the country the peasants were only cultivating their own holdings 
with the result that considerable tracts of country were left entirely un- 
cultivated. The Crown Prince stated that Roumania’s great difficulty at the 
present time was transport, and that according to latest reports this was 
deteriorating rather than improving. 

The conversation then turned to Roumania’s position vis-a-vis Soviet 
Russia, and after some general remarks as to the difficulty of dealing with a 
people who showed so much bad faith, M. Boeresco asked the Prime 
Minister point blank what his advice would be as to Roumania making peace 
with Soviet Russia. He explained that in no event did Roumania contem- 
plate hostilities with Soviet Russia, but the question really was as to whether 


t Not printed. 2 Roumanian Chargé d’Affaires in London. 
463 


they enter into peace negotiations now or fence with the Russian proposals 
and play for time. 

The Prime Minister replied that if they wanted his advice he would say 
that Roumania would probably get better terms from Soviet Russia than 
from any Russian Government which might take its place. Later he de- 
veloped this point a little explaining that supposing General Wrangel was 
successful, he was not likely to be more accommodating than Soviet Russia 
about Bessarabia. Moreover, at the present time, Soviet Russia was rather 
pressed owing to their defeat at the hands of the Poles and the menace of 
Wrangel’s forces in the South.3 For these reasons they would be more likely 
to be in an accommodating spirit. 

In reply to a question by M. Boeresco, he said that at the moment it 
appeared doubtful whether a London Conference would take place.* Conse- 
quently, he did not think it was worth while for Roumania to risk her pros- 
pects of getting peace on the ground that she might get better terms at the 
London Conference. 

At this point the question was raised of the Alliance between Roumania, 
the Jugo-Slavs, and the Czecho-Slovaks.s M. Boeresco explained that this 
was a purely defensive Alliance, intended to safeguard the countries con- 
cerned against aggression from Hungary or Bulgaria. He stated that M. 
Venizelos was very favourable to the entry of Greece into this Alliance, and 
he intimated that M. Take Jonescu had great hopes of being able finally to 
bring about Greek participation, perhaps when he visited London. He 
further stated that M. Take Jonescu was very anxious to have a common 
frontier with the Poles in Eastern Galicia and for this reason hoped that 
Poland would retain some hold on Eastern Galicia. The Prime Minister said 
that he had always been doubtful about the expediency of including Eastern 
Galicia in Poland. At the Peace Conference in Paris he had formed the 
conclusion that the people of Eastern Galicia were not Polish by origin, nor 
inclined by sympathy to place themselves under Polish rule. He had always 
advised the Poles against creating for themselves a discontented province in 
Eastern Galicia.® 

The Crown Prince, while admitting that the Poles had quarrelled with 
most of their neighbours, stated that this did not apply to Roumania, who 
had always got on very well with the Poles. 

From the discussion of the Poles the question turned to the Jewish problem, 
which is common to Poland and Roumania. The Crown Prince stated that 
the Jewish population of Galicia was 800,000. They consisted in the main of 
petty tradesmen and small money-lenders. They are evidently unpopular 
in Roumania excepting in Bucharest, where the rich bankers are Jews and 
were stated by the Crown Prince and M. Boeresco to be very good Rou- 
manian citizens. M. Boeresco said that the Jews in Roumania were of a type 
superior to the Jew in Poland and that the Roumanian Government had 
every hope of a satisfactory solution of the Jewish problem. In fact, he stated 


3 See Vol. XI, Chap. IT, e.g. No. 482. 4 Cf. No. 357. 
5 See No. 215. 6 See e.g. Vol. III, No. 247. 
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that the present Government of Roumania is a firm and stable one. General 
Averescu, the Prime Minister, is personally very popular, owing to his record 
in the war, and he has a strong Ministry, which it is hoped will become still 
stronger if, as is anticipated, Vaida Voevod, the late Prime Minister joins it. 

The Prime Minister intervened at this point and expressed satisfaction at 
this news. A strong and stable Roumania, he said, was of great importance 
to the peace of Europe. He was strongly of opinion that Roumania should 
make peace with Soviet Russia. He recalled that last January, in the same 
room, he had given the same advice to M. Patek, the Polish Foreign Minister.’ 
M. Patek had called attention to the bad faith of the Bolsheviks, and he had 
asked him if he could guarantee a peace, if it were made, and he had replied 
that he could not. He had then warned M. Patek that if they attacked Soviet 
Russia the whole of Russia would simply recall that the Poles were foreign 
invaders, and would really get the support of the Bolsheviks. M. Boeresco 
observed that, even though there might have been some wild talk of Rou- 
mania attacking Soviet Russia, no political party had suggested it. The 
Prime Minister, continuing, said that Roumania now had a great country, 
double the size of pre-war Roumania. In reply to the suggestion by M. 
Boeresco that Roumania was justified in defending her frontier, he expressed 
agreement. Roumania, he said, should defend her own frontiers. If she 
limited herself to this she would receive the sympathy of Western Europe, 
and, if attacked, would probably receive such help as could be spared. So 
long as she adopted a defensive attitude, it rendered it easier for the Govern- 
ments of Western Europe to persuade their Parliaments to give assistance in 
the form of arms, munitions, &c., if she was attacked. The difficulty with 
the Poles had been that they had so far antagonised public opinion that 
Parliament had shown itself indisposed to help them. Provided Roumania 
showed a disposition to make peace, she would get the sympathy of the 
world with her. It was peace that the world wanted. It would be an ad- 
vantage to Roumania to get a treaty conferring Bessarabia on her, signed by 
some de facto Russian Government. Once Roumania had got Bessarabia in 
this way it was unlikely that anyone would attack her. 

M. Boeresco then stated that the Bessarabian Treaty agreed to by the 
Powers had not yet been signed. Lord Hardinge had told him that the 
British Ambassador in Paris had been given full powers to sign, and that 
there were no difficulties as regards the British Government. He was some- 
what puzzled to know why the signature had not taken place. 

The Prime Minister undertook to make enquiries on this point, and in- 
structed Sir Maurice Hankey to take the necessary action. 

M. Boeresco thanked the Prime Minister, and stated that the Minorities 
Treaty had been ratified and all formalities complied with, so that no 
obstacle to the Bessarabian Treaty was to be found there. 

Towards the end of the conversation M. Boeresco raised the question 
where the peace negotiations should take place. Both the Crown Prince and 
he expressed great unwillingness to discuss peace terms at Kieff or any 

7 See No. 346, n. 3. 
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Russian town. They would prefer some neutral country. He asked if the 
Prime Minister would have any objection to the Roumanian Government 
proposing London for the negotiations. 

The Prime Minister replied that he would not raise objections to such a 
proposal. 

Subsequently the possibility of a conference at Geneva was raised by 
M. Boeresco, and the Prime Minister expressed the view that the Swiss 
Government would not care to have a Bolshevik delegation present there. 

M. Boeresco then proposed Copenhagen as a possibility. 

In conclusion there was some conversation about the general state of 
affairs in Roumania, in the course of which the Crown Prince and M. 
Boeresco mentioned that 75 per cent. of the oil plant had been repaired; 
50 per cent. of this had been done by the Germans before they left. The 
Roumanian oil was now in the hands of the British-French-Roumanian 
syndicate. Sir Albert Stern was the head of the British section, which was 
backed by the Anglo-Persian Oil Company. 

M. Bratiano’s name came up, and it was mentioned that he had now only 
seven supporters in Parliament, and was working well with the present 
Government, who had a strong majority in the Chamber. 

On saying good-bye, the Crown Prince mentioned that M. Take Jonescu 
was very anxious to meet the Prime Minister, and was contemplating a visit 
to London. At the present time he was at Aix-les-Bains. He asked when it 
would be convenient for the Prime Minister to meet him. 

The Prime Minister suggested that towards the end of the month might 
be a favourable time for the visit.® 

Iam, &c., 
CuRZON OF KEDLESTON 


8 For the meeting between Mr. Lloyd George and M. Take Jonescu on Oct. 20, see 
Vol. VIII, No. 92. See also No. 419 below. 


No. 396 


Record by Lord Hardinge of his conversation with the Italian Ambassador 


[C 6824/4027/19] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, September 17, 1920 


The Italian Ambassador called this afternoon and begged me to send 
orders to Lord Derby to give way on the question of the removal of the 12 
destroyers at Cattaro to an Italian port.' He said that it was a very sore 
point with the Italians, who were most anxious that these destroyers should 
be handed over to them for safe-keeping. 


1 The Italian Ambassador had already sent to the Foreign Office a memorandum on 
this subject (dated Sept. 14, not printed) urging that Lord Derby should be instructed 
‘to uphold the unanimous resolution passed at the meeting of the Conference of Ambas- 
sadors on the 6th instant’. See No. 385, n. 2. 
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I told him, in reply, that it might be a very sore point with the Italians if 
they were not handed over, but it would be a still more sore point with the 
Yugo-Slavs if they were handed over, and that to do so would probably 
create endless difficulties with the Allies. I mentioned to him that two ships 
were withdrawn the other day from Cattaro by our Naval officers, and the 
attitude of the Yugo-Slavs at Cattaro had been so hostile that it was necessary 
for the Government at Belgrade to send the most stringent orders that every 
step should be taken to prevent an incident. I pointed out that if there was 
such feeling against our removal of two ships how very intensified that 
feeling would be in the case of the removal to an Italian port of 12 destroyers. 
I added that it would be useless to expect the Yugo-Slavs to hand over to 
the Allies the ships on the Danube for distribution amongst them after the 
Yugo-Slavs had seen 12 destroyers, destined for them, taken away from under 
their very noses to an Italian port. Moreover, a British battleship or cruiser 
was being sent to Cattaro to undertake the disarmament and removal of the 
armament of these boats, which in themselves were so unseaworthy as to be 
unfit to go to Malta. 

He accepted what I said and made no further remark. 


No. 397 


The Earl of Derby (Parts) to Earl Curzon 
(Received September 18, 4.30 p.m.) 


No. 1103 Telegraphic [C 6673/440/19] 


PARIS, September 18, 1920, 12.30 p.m. 

Your telegrams Nos. 982! and 986.? 

President of the Council is ready to agree to both your proposals. French 
Government have received from Italian Government a proposal similar to 
yours for appointment of an International Commission, with enlarged powers 
and including eventually a Greek and a Yugoslav in an advisory capacity, 
which would be instructed to make a report to Conference of Ambassadors 
and give its opinion regarding origin of present conflict, and means to prevent 
its recurrence. Italian Government also demand immediate withdrawal of 
Serbian troops behind frontiers of 1913. French Government consider, like 
His Majesty’s Government and for same reason, that 1t would be inopportune 
to address such a demand to Serbian Government in regard to evacuation 
of Albania, and that it 1s desirable to confine action purely and simply to 
proposals of His Majesty’s Government. 

Copy of note? by bag tonight. Answer has been delayed by absence of Presi- 
dent of the Council.4 

1 No. 375. 2 No. 378. 3 Not printed. 

4 Lord Derby had on Sept. 10 pressed the Secretary-General of the French Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs for an answer and reported (Paris telegram No. 1080 of Sept. 10, not 


printed): ‘He tells me it is impossible to give one until question has been discussed by 
Monsieur Millerand and Signor Giolitti.’ 
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No. 398 


Earl Curzon to Mr. Kennard (Rome) 
No. 439 Telegraphic [C 6125/440/19| 
FOREIGN OFFICE, September 18, 1920, 7 p.m. 


Your telegram of September 7th! and your despatch of September roth 
unnumbered.? Albania. 

I appreciate fact that Italian Government are not in principle opposed to 
a commission, and I am ready to accept the first, third and fourth of the 
reservations made in their note. 

The second reservation, however, merely re-states proposal made on 
August 28th by Italian Ambassador to effect that Serb-Croat-Slovene 
Government should at once be ordered by the Powers to withdraw their 
troops beyond the 1913 frontiers.3 

To this proposal, as I have already stated, His Majesty’s Government 
are not prepared to adhere. We have received from Serb-Croat-Slovene 
Government explicit assurance that they will recognise 1913 frontiers so soon 
as these have been re-affirmed by the Conference. To ask them at this 
moment to retire from a line which they assert was accorded to them by 
General Franchet d’Esperey would merely expose the Allied Powers to a 
profitless discussion as to the basis upon which other territory in the Adriatic 
is in Allied occupation. Moreover, the Albanian question cannot in this way 
be isolated from that of the Adriatic since it is intimately bound up with the 
Treaty of London‘ which gave the Yugo-Slavs a greater extent of Albanian 
territory than they now occupy. A request to the Serb-Croat-Slovene 
Government to withdraw from this line of demarcation would be likely to 
be met by the statement that Italian forces are themselves in occupation of 
the whole territory accorded to them by the Treaty of London. 

While fully agreeing therefore that the present situation in Albania can 
be provisional only, and is extremely unsatisfactory, I think that it rests with 
the Italian Government bv expediting the resumption and the settlement of 
the Pallanza negotiations’ to enable the Conference to decide upon the 
frontiers of Albania and thus automatically to secure its evacuation by the 
Yugo-Slavs. At present I am unable to throw the responsibility for the delay 
which is occurring, or for the Albanian situation which 1s a corollary of that 
delay, upon the Yugo-Slavs, who have for long been anxious to secure a 
resumption of the Pallanza negotiations and a settlement of the whole 
question. 

Please reply in above sense to Italian Note. 

Repeated to Belgrade No. 203. 


™ No. 380. 

2 The reference is to Rome despatch No. 707, see No. 387, n. 3. 
3 No. 373. 

4 See No. 59, n. 2. § See No. 181, n. 2. 
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No. 399 
Sir A. Young (Belgrade) to Earl Curzon (Received September 23) 


No. 451 [C 7029/307/19] 
BELGRADE, September 18, 1920 
My Lord, | 

On receipt of your telegram No. 189 of September 10! respecting the 
approaching elections for the Constituent Assembly and their relation with 
the question of Montenegro, I thought it advisable to seek a conversation 
with Mr. Vesnic, the President of the Council, in order that I might make 
plain to him that the union with Montenegro was not in the eyes of the 
Powers such an established fact as the new Electoral Law presumes, and that 
some exigencies of our own might have to be met. 

In your despatch No. 308 of June 26? Your Lordship described the attitude 
of His Majesty’s Government in regard to this subject and in my despatch 
No. 324 of July 153 in reply I deprecated making any direct challenge of the 
validity of the union. Your Lordship has never given me explicit instructions 
to raise the point, but I have borne in mind the tenour [sc] of your despatch 
No. 308 for my guidance in conversation if Montenegro should come under 
discussion. No particular occasion has occurred for my putting forward 
these views seriously but I thought that if it were your intention to make some 
demand in connection with the elections I had better seize the occasion of the 
promulgation of the Electoral Law to remind the President of the Council 
that we considered we had some grounds for displaying interest. 

I saw Mr. Vesnic on the 14th instant. I began by reminding him much in 
the terms of your despatch that the union had never been recognised by 
ourselves, and I said I had standing instructions always to maintain that 
point of view. His Majesty’s Government could not admit the principle of 
the fait accomplt which Mr. Vesnic put forward to me as he had done in his 
interview with the Montenegrin deputation. I also made mention of the 
declarations made from time to time in our Houses of Parliament. The 
President replied that he must equally make the reserve that the union with 
Montenegro had been formally notified to the Powers at the time and that 
no one of them had officially contested it. 

Having thus made our respective reserves I said that the promulgation of 
the Electoral Law had naturally furnished the occasion for enquiries from 
you as to the bearing of the Law on Montenegro. The point which specially 
interested Your Lordship was freedom of election. His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment were insistent that a free expression of opinion should be assured. 
Before answering Your Lordship’s enquiries I thought I would ask the 
President of the Council privately what guarantees were at present thought 
of which might satisfy His Majesty’s Government and public opinion abroad 
with regard to that particular point. 

Dr. Vesnic then recited a list of the precautions laid down by the Law to 

1 No. 384. 2 No. 347. 
3 No. 355- 4 See No. 347, n. 2. 
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ensure the liberty of election. These precautions are, I suppose, much the 
same as those in force in every constitutional country. They sounded elabo- 
rate and are no doubt to be found in the text of the Law of which I am having 
a translation made. The appointment of a Commission composed of high 
judicial functionaries whose representative will be present at each polling 
district and preside at the election was one. Exemption for eight days before 
and three days after the election from all interference with personal liberty 
such as being called up for public service was another which remained in my 
memory. I then put a few searching questions. I said the law is one of the 
S.H.S. Kingdom. Supposing a party put up a list of candidates pledged to 
the independence of Montenegro; even perhaps the maintenance of King 
Nicolas—would such a list be accepted as legal by the returning officer— 
would such a party be permitted to make its canvass? This was going a little 
far, but Mr. Vesnic said that a party known to advocate separatism would 
certainly be permitted to present its candidates not perhaps in so crude a 
form as I suggested. I then said, would he permit those exiles at Gaeta and 
elsewhere to return unmolested to take part in the elections. He said that if 
such persons made a declaration that their designs were peaceful and if they 
submitted to being disarmed, they would be allowed to return. Then I 
asked: when the Constituent Assembly meets, will not the Deputies be each 
required at once to take the oath of Allegiance to Peter, King of the Serbs, 
Croats and Slovenes? Mr. Vesnic replied that that point had not been dis- 
cussed and he did not know. He could, however, tell me confidentially that 
one of the points on which his colleagues had had to agree before the new 
Coalition Government was able to be formed was that the Constituent As- 
sembly would be a sovereign body. This, by the way, is an interesting 
revelation as it means that a proposal for a change of the dynasty or for 
reversion to a Republic would not be out of order. 

I eventually brought the conversation to a point where it appeared 
a propos to show Mr. Vesnic a copy of your speech in the House of Lords made 
on June 10, and to draw his attention to the penultimate paragraph.‘ 
Mr. Vesnic read it to the end. He handed it back in silence and with a sigh. 
Finally he expressed his sad astonsihment [sic] that all the world seemed 
against the Jugo-Slavs. But I waited in vain for any remark on your allusion 
to the possibility of the presence of Allied officers. I thought it premature to 
make any remarks myself nor did I feel authorised to do so in view of the 
gravity of any such proposals entailing, as it might, the presence of Italian 
officers. 


$ The relevant passage reads: ‘What we want is that there shall be free elections in that 
country [i.e. Montenegro], and, for my own part, if it were suggested that the presence 
of Allied officers would be a guarantee that the elections would be free, and that terrorism 
or influence would not be exercised upon the voters, I should be quite ready to make that 
proposal myself. Anyhow, we desire that, under such conditions as we can set up, there 
shall be free elections; that the voters—what may be their proportion of the population 
I do not know—shall be entitled to vote as they desire; that the representatives whom they 
elect shall go to the Constituent Assembly with the power to give thcir votes in the sense in 
which their constituents desire.” See 40 H.L. Deb. 55., cols. 587-8. 
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I reminded Mr. Vesnic that after all Montenegro had formed one of the 
countries of Europe in whose existence the Great Powers had for many years 
been interested. Its absorption in its kindred state was therefore a legitimate 
object of their concern. I told him that the trouble was that we had no 
trustworthy sources of information as to what was going on in Montenegro 
and that therefor[e] we were unable to contradict authoritatively the stories 
that were circulated by persons who were ill-disposed towards the new régime. 
Mr. Vesnic said: Let people come there to investigate, but for goodness sake 
don’t let agitators come. | 

I do not know what guarantees Your Lordship may have in mind for 
freedom of elections which would not on the one hand tend to disorder—as 
would probably a free propaganda on the part of pro-Italian and pro- 
Nicolas partisans—or would not be intolerably obnoxious to the Serbian 
Government, such as the official presence of Allied Officers—a measure 
which would have to include, as far as I can see, Italian representatives. And 
even if by direct action we obtained a free election of the eight or ten deputies 
to which Montenegro will be entitled in virtue of her population, are we to 
follow up their proceedings in the Constituent and see that the degree of 
autonomy they demand is accorded in an Assembly which is supposed to 
elaborate a Constitution applicable to the whole Kingdom? 

Notwithstanding what Dr. Vesnic said to me about the sovereign powers 
of the Constituent Assembly, I see it stated in the ‘Pravda’ that the Minister 
for the Constituent had accepted the draft réglement for the Assembly prepared 
by Mr. Protitch. The ‘Pravda’ criticises this réglement as being reactionary 
and calculated to restrict discussion to projects presented by a few heads of 
parties. 

I must confess that the Constituent Assembly seems to me to contain 
potentialities of violent discord, and given the nature of the different peoples 
who will be represented in it, I should think that the only safe method of 
avoiding a lapse into anarchy will be for the responsible leaders to force 
through a practically agreed scheme. 

I must once again earnestly express my opinion that if we want peace in 
this corner of Europe we should abstain from enquiring too closely into 
the extent to which the democratic principles of free elections and self- 
determination are applied in practice. 

I have, &c., 
ALBAN YOUNG 
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No. 400 


Sir A. Young (Belgrade) to Earl Curzon (Received September 20, 11.40 a.m.) 
No. 285 Telegraphic [C 6812/440/19] 


BELGRADE, September 19, 1920, 5 a.m. 

My telegram No. 284.! 

At Monsieur Trumbic’s first reception yesterday? I explained to him how 
question stood with regard to assurances you require. Monsieur Trumbic 
did not think there would be difficulty about first assurance in your telegram 
No. 1993 but I think he took it for granted that it presumed application of 
1913 line all round since he dwelt on previous assurances being condition 
as stated in 3rd paragraph of my telegram No. 284.! 

With regard to second part of your formula Monsieur Trumbic said it 
would require consideration. 

I am not sufficiently well acquainted with details of frontier to know what 
significance attaches to the un-delimited portion or which that portion is. 

Monsieur Trumbic said he could do nothing until President of the Council 
returned to Belgrade. 

It seems to me that in endeavouring to obtain formal written assurance 
apart from any context and to apply in any eventuality we are putting Serbs 
into an embarrassment almost as great as if we asked them immediately to 
withdraw to line of 1913. We may indeed be giving them an opportunity 
to qualify assurances already given. 

1 Of Sept. 17, not printed. In the third paragraph Sir A. Young had expressed the view 
that it was improbable that the $8.C.S. Government would ‘give a formal assurance that 
they will accept Serb-Albanian frontier of 1913 without a proviso that frontiers of 1913 
will be equally applied in the case of other parties interested (viz. Greece and Italy)’. 


2 The President of the Council ‘and other important Ministers’ had left on Sept. 18 for 
a State visit to Sarajevo. 3 No. 392. 


No. 401 


Earl Curzon to the Earl of Derby (Paris) 
No. 1027 Telegraphic: by bag [C 6570/2718/19] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, September 19, 1920 


Your telegram No. 1108—(of 16th September'—Bessarabian Treaty). 

French attitude, which is presumably affected by obligations undertaken 
towards General Wrangel,? cannot be allowed to influence position of His 
Majesty’s Government explained to you in my telegrams No. 912 of 14th 
August,? and 934 of 19th August.4 On roth August I informed Roumanian 


' No. 394. 
2 On Aug. 11, 1920, the French Government had given de facto recognition to General 


Wrangel’s Government of South Russia and promised him all possible material assistance. 
See Vol. XI, No. 417. 3 No. 362. 4 Not printed. 
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Chargé d’Affaires that I had ‘instructed His Majesty’s Ambassador at Paris 
to arrange for the signature of the Bessarabian Treaty with the least possible 
delay’. I cannot therefore agree to the indefinite postponement which would 
be required in order to obtain American consent (in regard to which see my 
despatch to you No. 2145 of 24th June)* and that of the Soviet Government 
and General Wrangel. | 

Please therefore at next meeting propose to Ambassadors’ Conference that 
treaty should be signed next week and inform your colleagues that while 
strongly hoping that they will also sign the treaty you have instructions to 
attach your own signature to it in any case. 


No. 402 


Earl Curzon to the Earl of Derby (Paris) 
No. 1029 Telegraphic: by bag [C 6279/4027/19] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, September 20, 1920, 6.30 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 1099 (of September 13th.! Disposal of War ships at 
Cattaro). 

Questions of disposal of torpedo boats at Cattaro and partition of Danube 
flotilla are quite distinct and I feel it would be unjust to use the one for the 
purpose of forcing the Jugo-Slavs to accept decision of the Conference as 
regards the other. 

In any case you should not consent to any proposal involving these torpedo 
boats being taken to an Italian port. Admiralty consider disarmament can 
perfectly well be carried out at Cattaro by October 18th or thereabouts. A 
British naval unit will be present at evacuation. 

Repeated to Rome No. 440 and Belgrade No. 204. 


' No. 391. 


No. 403 


Earl Curzon to Sir A. Young (Belgrade) 
No. 206 Telegraphic [C 6812/440/19] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, September 23, 1920, 3.30 p.m. 

Your telegrams Nos. 273,! 284? and 2853 (of September 15, 17 and 19: 
Albania). 

Second part of formula contained in my telegram 1994 merely referred to 
portions of frontier which, although determined, had not actually been de- 
limited at outbreak of European war. I agree, however, that to insist on 
absolute precision may entail reservations of an awkward nature, and you 


' Not printed. 2 See No. 400, n. 1. 
3 No. 400. 4 No. 392. 
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may therefore restrict yourself to obtaining from S.C.S. Government a re- 
newal of assurances expressed in note of Serbian Legation of August 26th as 
quoted in my telegram 190 of September 1o.5 


5 No. 386. Sir A. Young’s telegram No. 273 (see n. 1 above) had reported that M. Vesnitch 
was willing to renew the assurances expressed in the Serbian note of Aug. 26. 


No. 404 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Russell! (Athens) 


No. 487 [C 6812/440/19] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, September 24, 1920 
Sir, 

With reference to Lord Granville’s telegram 232 of the 11th instant? and 
previous correspondence relative to the present situation in Albania, I have 
to inform you that H.M. Minister at Belgrade was recently instructed to urge 
the 8.C.S. Government to furnish an assurance that they would be prepared 
to accept and abide by the decision of the Ambassadors’ Conference in regard 
to the future frontiers of Albania. The S.C.S. Government, anticipating 
doubtless that they might be asked to make sacrifices to Albania on their 
Northern and Eastern frontiers, manifested some reluctance to give so un- 
limited and explicit an assurance, and I therefore instructed H.M. Minister 
at Belgrade to press for a more limited assurance in the sense that in so far 
as the frontiers between Yugo-Slavia and Albania were concerned, the S.C.S. 
Government would be prepared to accept the frontiers as laid down by the 
Ambassadors’ Conference in 1913. From certain indications which have since 
reached me, it appears that the Government at Belgrade hesitate to give even 
this assurance, although they would be prepared to furnish an undertaking 
to respect the 1913 frontiers of Albania as a whole. It appears to be not 
improbable that the 8.C.S. Government consider that it would be unwise for 
their part to abandon all claims to Scutari, unless they were assured that the 
frontier of Albania as delimited in 1913 will be restored in its entirety, and 
that they feel that if Greece obtains Albanian territory in Northern Epirus, 
they will then consider themselves entitled similarly to claim Albanian 
territory in the region of Scutari. 

2. In view of the fact that I do not wish to give the 8.C.S. Government the 
opportunity definitely to formulate any such reservation, I have merely 
informed H.M. Minister at Belgrade that H.M.G. will be content with an 
assurance to the effect that the S.C.S. Government will submit to the de- 
cisions of the Peace Conference on the Albanian question so soon as a decision 
has been come to in regard to the frontiers of Albania.3 

3. I request that you will explain the matter to M. Venizelos in order that 
he may be aware of the present position, which indicates, to my mind, that 


1 Mr. C. F. W. Russell, H.M. Acting Chargé d’Affaires at Athens. 
2 Not printed. 3 See No. 403. 
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the S.C.S. Government wish to treat the Albanian question as a whole and 
to connect the question of Scutari with that of Northern Epirus. At present, 
of course, my assumption in regard to this is only deduced from the hesitation 
of the S.C.S. Government to give an assurance that they would respect the 
1913 frontiers in so far as they themselves were concerned, and their insistence 
that such an assurance could only be given if it covered the whole frontier of 
Albania as constituted in 1913. 
Iam, &c., 
CuRZON OF KEDLESTON 


No. 405 
Earl Curzon to Sir A. Young (Belgrade) 


No. 483 [C 7029/307/19] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, September 28, 1920 
Sir, 

I have received your despatch No. 451 of the 18th instant! relative to the 
impending elections to the Constituent Assembly, with special relation to the 
question of Montenegro, and have to inform you in reply that I approve 
the language which you held to M. Vesnic on this subject. 

2. Before H.M.G. will be prepared to recognise the union of Montenegro 
with Yugo-Slavia it will be necessary for them to be assured in the first place 
that the ten or twelve deputies elected to the Constituent Assembly from 
Montenegro really represent the majority of the Montenegrin electorate, and 
further that when these deputies come to vote in the Constituent Assembly 
their expression of opinion is not summarily rejected by the non- Montenegrin 
majority in that assembly. As regards the second condition, you will be in a 
position yourself to keep me fully informed of the progress of the Constituent 
Assembly and I shall rely upon your reports and communications in forming 
an opinion as to whether or no H.M.G. would be justified in recognising the 
final result. 

3. As regards the first condition, namely the freedom of the elections as 
held in Montenegro itself the matter presents considerable difficulty. In this 
connection Mr. Nicolson and Mr. Leeper of this Department recently 
tendered certain advice to the Yugo-Slav Chargé d’Affaires in London and 
the observations which they then made to M. Karovitch, which have my full 
approval and sanction, may be of interest to you as showing our general 
attitude in this matter. 

4. It was pointed out to M. Karovitch that a considerable section of public 
opinion in this country and certain members of both Houses of Parliament 
were interested in Montenegro and that H.M.G. would require some 
guarantee that the forthcoming elections were freely held, before they could 
recognise the union of Montenegro with Yugo-Slavia. It was beside the 


1 No. 399. 
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point for the 8.C.S. Government to contend that this attitude on our part 
represented an unwarrantable interference in the internal affairs of an ally. 
They must face the fact that H.M.G. had pledged themselves to adopt this 
attitude and that I had myself given public assurances to this effect. Al- 
though, however, H.M.G. were determined in some form or other to be 
placed in possession of impartial evidence as to the conduct of these elections, 
they realised that the Montenegrin people were not accustomed to elections 
carried out with the complete impartiality of more developed communities, 
that some steps would have to be taken by the central authority to prevent 
local disorder and to cope with the activities of Separatist agents and finally 
that Yugo-Slav opinion would deeply resent any ‘control’ of the elections by 
a foreign power and still more by a group of Allied officers among whom 
Italian officers would be included. H.M.G. would not indeed insist upon 
any very specific or drastic ‘control’ of the Montenegrin elections. All that 
they would require would be that some unbiassed person of experience should 
be present on their behalf in Montenegro at the time of the elections, who 
could report to H.M.G. whether or no these elections had been carried out 
with adequate impartiality. The evidence of such a person would enable us 
to meet the inevitable questions which would be asked on the subject in 
Parliament and in the country. Without such independent evidence we 
should be quite unable to meet these questions and the present unsatisfactory 
relations between Montenegro and Yugo-Slavia on the one hand and 
Western opinion on the other would be indefinitely embittered and pro- 
longed. 

5. On M. Karovitch again protesting that any form of foreign inter- 
ference would be deeply resented in his country, it was suggested to him that 
it would be a wise act on the part of his Government if they were to anticipate 
what was an inevitable request on our part by inviting H.M.G. or failing 
them the League of Nations to depute some representative to be present in 
Montenegro while the elections were proceeding. The $.C.S. Government 
could rest assured that in that event H.M.G. would select a person of ex- 
perience and judgment and one who knew not only the previous national 
history of Montenegro and Serbia, but who could gauge the elections not on 
Western standards but on the standards usually current in Balkan countries. 

6. I trust that the above summary of this conversation will be sufficient to 
indicate to you our general attitude in the matter and will enable you to 
meet the apprehensions of the 8.C.S. Government in regard to this question. 

Iam, &c., 
CuRZON OF KEDLESTON 
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No. 406 


The Earl of Derby (Parts) to Earl Curzon (Received October 1, 12.30 p.m.) 
No. 1140 Telegraphic: by bag [Confidential /General/199/3] 
PARIS, September 29, 1920 

The Conference of Ambassadors met this morning under the presidency 
of Monsieur Cambon, and considered the following questions: 

1. In accordance with your telegram No. 1027! I informed the Conference 
that I must insist on being allowed to sign the Bessarabian Treaty without 
delay, and that I could not agree to further postponement pending discussion 
on the subject with the United States Government. My colleagues all agreed 
on principle to immediate signature but Monsieur Laroche, speaking on 
behalf of the French Government, urged that the Conference should ask the 
United States Ambassador to make a last appeal to his Government in the 
hopes that they might be induced to sign with the other Powers. Mr. Wallace 
also urged that he should be given time to consult his Government before the 
Treaty was formally communicated to the Roumanian Government. I 
objected to any such delay, and it was finally agreed that the Treaty should 
be communicated officially on Monday next? to the Roumanian Government, 
and that all arrangements should be made for it to be signed on October 11th, 
or as soon as possible after that date. These dates will give sufficient time for 
Mr. Wallace to consult his Government, as he wishes to do, but it is under- 
stood that whatever reply he receives the signature of the Treaty will be 
proceeded with. 

I should be glad to know whether I am authorised to sign this Treaty on 
behalf of India, Canada, New Zealand, and South Africa; as regards India, 
in virtue of the Indian full powers given me at the time of the signature of the 
Hungarian Treaty, and as regards the above Dominions, in virtue of the full 
powers enclosed in your despatch No. 3008 of the 14th instant.4 As to the 
Australian signature I presume that the High Commissioner of that Dominion 
will come to Paris for the purpose. 

. 5 3, The Italian Ambassador informed the Conference that his 
Government was prepared that the 12 torpedo boats at Cattaro should be 
disarmed in that port and left there after the French evacuation, provided 
that the Yugo-Slav Government had previously given the necessary under- 
taking with regard to the non-use of these vessels until such time as the 
maritime frontiers of Yougo-Slavia had been fixed. This was agreed to. He 
also stipulated that the guns and machinery should be removed to some 
British or French port. As the Commission could not agree as to the port it 
was decided to leave the matter to the Adriatic Commission to decide. It 
was also agreed that the patrolling of the coast now done by the French 


1 No. 401. 2 Oct. 4. 

3 For Mr. Wallace’s telegram of Sept. 29 to the U.S. Secretary of State, see F.R.U.S., 
1920, vol. iii, p. 432. 

+ Not printed. Ss The omitted sections related to other matters. 


477 


should be undertaken by the Adriatic Commission. The French pointed out 
that they could not evacuate Cattaro until the Yougo-Slav Government had 
given the necessary undertakings not only as regards the torpedo boats, but 
also as regards the arsenal (see my telegram No. 1082 of September roth. 
Section g).6 It was decided therefore to address an immediate note to the 
Yougo-Slav Government asking them to give the desired undertaking on 
these two points. .. .5 


6 No. 388. 


No. 407 


Note communicated by the United States Chargé d’ Affatres 
[C 7696/440/19] 


UNITED STATES EMBASSY, LONDON, October 1, 1920 


The American Embassy has been informed that the Department of State 
is willing to co-operate with His Majesty’s Government in an endeavour to 
arrange a solution of the Albanian question. Before a definite move in this 
regard is made by the American Government, it is desired to ascertain the 
exact attitude of His Majesty’s Government towards the proposal which has 
been made by Italy that the Serbian troops should evacuate such Albanian 
territory now occupied as lies beyond the frontier of 1913. In the event that 
the Yugo-Slav Government is unwilling to carry out this evacuation the 
Secretary of State has inquired regarding the views of His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment towards a suggestion that the Serbian troops should be withdrawn in 
Albania behind the Armistice line of 1918. 

The American Government is desirous that an early solution should be 
made of the various questions that have arisen in regard to Albania and to 
that end is inclined to favour the institution of an Inter-Allied Commission 
to investigate the causes of the Albanian difficulties and at the same time to 
make recommendations to the Council of Ambassadors for the definite 
establishment of the Albanian boundaries.! 


! In the course of a minute Mr. Nicolson wrote as follows: 

‘In communicating this memorandum yesterday, Mr. Williams of the United States 
Embassy informed me that the State Department were extremely interested in the Albanian 
question and would not be prepared to recognise any settlement to which they had not 
given their previous concurrence. I merely said that if as he assured me, the U.S. Govern- 
ment were determined to co-operate in a settlement of the Albanian question, I earnestly 
hoped that they would make this clear from the start and issue in advance definite and 
consistent instructions. The matter was one on which an agreement between the great 
powers would probably not be impossible to reach, but such agreement would assuredly 
be weakened if the Americans adopted their usual tactics of saying nothing until the other 
three powers had worked out some compromise and then intervening with a sudden veto 
upon that compromise. I instanced the discord which Mr. Wallace had introduced into 
the Teschen negotiations in Paris last July [see Vol. X, Chap. VII, Nos. 519-27] which had 
been due solely to misunderstandings on the part of the State Department and a consequent 
flow of contradictory instructions being sent to Paris.’ 
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No. 408 


The Earl of Derby (Parts) to Earl Curzon (Received October 4) 
No. 1154 Telegraphic: by bag [C 7802/218/19| 
PARIS, October 2, 1920 


[The Conference of Ambassadors met this morning under the chairman- 
ship of Monsieur Cambon and considered the following questions :—] 

. (4) The Secretariat General, having failed to report the resolution 
taken at the last meeting with regard to the Bessarabian Treaty,? I thought it 
well to insist that the Treaty was to be presented on the 4th instant to the 
Roumanian Government, no matter whether the United States, Japanese 
and the Italian Ambassador[s] were still awaiting instructions from their 
Governments or not. If necessary the Treaty will be presented in the name 
of Great Britain and France instead of in the name of the Conference of 
Ambassadors. It was decided to take the opportunity of requesting the 
Roumanian Government at the same time to sign the two treaties regarding 
(1) Central European Frontiers and (2) the obligations taken over by the 
inheriting States of the ex-Austro-Hungarian monarchy, which were signed 
at Sévres on August roth.3. . . 


1 The omitted sections related to other matters. 
2 See No. 406. 
3 For the texts of these treaties see B.F.S.P., vol. 113, pp. 866—72 and 959-65. 


No. 409 


Sir H. Dering (Sofia) to Earl Curzon (Received October 13)! 
No. 415 [C 8607/328/19] 
SOFIA, October 2,! 1920 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to report that I visited Monsieur Stamboliisky this 
morning at his request to take leave of him before his departure for England 
on the 5th instant,? also because, when His Excellency returns, I shall have 
left Sofia for my new post.3 

The Prime Minister was exceedingly cordial and observed how very glad 
he was to go to England. He had formed great hopes of all that he might 
accomplish while there, and looked upon this pioneer visit as one which 
would greatly assist Bulgaria in regaining her stability. I replied that it was 
my earnest wish that such should be the case. His Excellency, I felt sure, 


1 In reply to a minute of Oct. 16 by Lord Curzon asking: ‘Ought not a paper written 
and presumably posted at Sofia on Oct. 2 to reach us before Oct. 13?’ Mr. Orde explained 
that ‘The despatch no doubt came by bag in charge of a King’s Messenger, who would 
have left Bucharest on Oct. 8th.’ 


2 See No. 381, n. 3. 3 See No. 357, n. 1. 
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would be afforded the desired opportunity of meeting British Statesmen for 
the discussion of political matters, while His Majesty’s Government would 
undertake the direction of his tour in provincial circles, which would ensure 
its smooth working, and place him in touch with the financial and industrial 
authorities throughout the Kingdom whom he might desire to approach. I 
expressed the hope that Monsieur Stamboliisky would find it convenient to 
make some public statement to the press in Bulgaria and also on arrival in 
England, tending to reassure business men in Great Britain that there was 
no intention on the part of the Bulgarian Government to handicap by 
legislation or otherwise the introduction into his country of foreign capital 
and industrial enterprise, and that these would be guaranteed against con- 
fiscation or inequitable taxation. Owing to recent legislation here, know- 
ledge of more satisfactory amendment of which had not yet percolated into 
the City of London or elsewhere in Great Britain, there still existed un- 
doubted mistrust among British business men that it was not safe to embark 
on any enterprise in Bulgaria. The sooner his Excellency was able to pro- 
claim that this impression was erroneous and to make an authoritative 
announcement to the public to this effect, the better it would be for Bulgarian 
prospects and the more satisfactory would be his reception in British financial 
and industrial quarters. 

Monsieur Stamboliisky said that he certainly had the intention of making a 
public declaration of this nature as he desired to dissipate such mistrust, not 
only in Great Britain, but also in other countries. He quite understood the 
vital necessity thereof. He told me that, as I had warned him not to let his 
movements in England be guided by any other than officials selected by His 
Majesty’s Government, he would be careful in this respect. I explained that 
if private persons with axes of their own to grind evinced such desire, as they 
probably might—instancing Mr. J. D. Bourchier late “Times’ correspondent 
in the Balkans, Messrs. Jackson,+ Burt-Andrews and others—he could easily 
keep them at arm’s length and give them to understand that it was his 
Intention to see more of English institutions, Chambers of Commerce &c., 
under Government auspices than they could possibly show him. He replied 
that he should do so and expressed thanks for the friendly warning. He was 
most complimentary in his abrupt, fragmentary way respecting my sojourn 
in Bulgaria and declared that he believed that his country had a good friend 
in me, for I had rendered efficacious help and advice to him on so many 
occasions. 

I took the opportunity of impressing on him again that in any political 
discussions which he might have with the Premier and Secretary of State for 
Foreign Affairs in London, he must not count on a favourable reception for 
any plea respecting modification of the clause in the Peace Treaty imposing 
the voluntary system of military enlistment for the Bulgarian Army.’ Mon- 
sieur Stamboliisky mentioned that he hoped to enquire as to the economic 


* Mr. Jackson had an oil concession in Bulgaria and was said to be interested in a scheme 
for buying tobacco and in the formation of an Anglo-Bulgarian bank. 
5 Cf. No. 381. 
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outlets for his country to be provided in the A.gean, adding that if these were 
guaranteed by Great Britain alone, he should be quite satisfied, for without 
that particular guarantee he was confident that the use for Bulgaria of a port 
on the Aigean would be effectively blocked by her neighbours, when her 
commerce would again be diverted to the Danube and to Central Europe 
which was contrary to his desire. If Great Britain could ensure Bulgaria’s 
outlet, the commerce between the two countries would obviously benefit. 
He was sending Monsieur Kissimoff, who was accompanying him to London, 
as Minister to Athens, where he hoped to work in cooperation with his 
English colleague, to bring about more friendly relations with Greece. The 
Prime Minister observed that it was regrettable that Monsieur Venizelos 
was at present occupied with home elections, otherwise possibly he might 
have found him in England during his forthcoming visit, when much might 
have been accomplished by personal discussion. I replied that he could 
always arrange to visit Athens at a later date for this purpose when the oppor- 
tunity was propitious, and as His Excellency proposed soon to see Monsieur 
Take Jonesco and also to visit Belgrade, I thought that a subsequent visit to 
Athens might be salutary and not out of place, in the interest of general good 
relations. Monsieur Stamboliisky expressed concurrence. He gave me the 
impression of a boy off for a holiday, to which he is looking forward im- 
mensely. 

I recommended him when in England to study the road-making which Is 
far more technically developed than elsewhere, even in France. He might 
pick up useful hints on this subject which would be useful for the projected 
construction of new road arteries in Bulgaria and for the better repair of 
existing communications. 

The Prime Minister will, I think, be anxious to learn whether he can be 
informed what sources of revenue are likely to be set aside by the Reparations 
Commission to guarantee the payment of war indemnities, in order to be in 
@ position to say to British financiers what security Bulgaria can still offer, 
should they consent to make loan proposals. The Bulgarian Government 
are, I am aware, hoping that the arrival here of that Commission will not 
be much longer delayed. I am certain that Monsieur Stambolisky would 
personally prefer to ask British financial assistance rather than French. But 
my colleague, Monsieur Picot, has gone to Paris already, and is surely paving 
the way there for negotiations of all kinds to benefit Bulgaria. I recently 
learnt quite by accident that a Monsieur Solal, editor of a Franco-Bulgarian 
review published here, has taken passage direct to London by the same 
Orient Express to be used by Monsieur Stamboliisky and intends to remain 
in London a few days. I have not the slightest doubt that this move 1s in 
order to acquaint Monsieur Picot, for the information of the French Govern- 
ment, as to the details of the reception accorded to the Bulgarian Premier in 
London, and possibly to glean knowledge of his activities there. 

I told Monsieur Stamboliisky that I should carry away with me the 
pleasantest souvenirs of my sojourn in Bulgaria and of the invariably friendly 
attitude of himself and his Government towards my country and myself 
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during that time, adding that I should see him off next Tuesday at the station 
on his way to England. 
I have, &c., 
HERBERT G. DERING 


No. 410 


Earl Curzon to the Earl of Derby (Parts) 
No. 1067 Telegraphic: by bag [C 7802/218/19| 
FOREIGN OFFICE, October 6, 1920 


Your telegram No. 1154 of 2nd October.! (Bessarabian Treaty). 

I approve your insistence to Conference on immediate presentation of 
Bessarabian treaty. I agree that it is well to urge Roumanian Government 
to sign other two treaties at same time. They may, however, refuse to do 
so since Central European Frontiers Treaty contains contentious Banat 
clauses.2, Desirable though it be that Roumanian signature of other two 
treaties be obtained now it cannot be made a condition sine qua non of your 
signature of Bessarabian treaty to which, as I explained in my telegram 
No. 1027 of 19th September?, His Majesty’s Government are now uncondi- 
tionally pledged. 

1 No. 408. 

2 Article III § 2 defined the frontier between Roumania and Yugoslavia in the region of 
the Banat of Temesvar. 

3 No. 401. 


No. 411 
The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received October 8) 


No. 3079 [C 8255/440/19) 
PARIS, October 6, 1920 
My Lord, 

On receipt of your telegram No. 1013 of the 16th ultimo! respecting the 
allocation of zones in Albania by General Franchet d’Esperey, I forthwith 
approached the French Government officially on the subject with a view to 
ascertaining what actual dispositions were made in 1918 by General Franchet 
d’Esperey in regard to this matter. 

I have now the honour to report that the French Government, who have 
replied to my enquiry, point out that the Interallied Conference of October 
7th 1918, held at the French Ministry for Foreign Affairs, considered the 
lines on which the operations of the allied armies in Albania ought to be 
carried out. It was then decided that the French divisions, one of which was 
marching on El Bassan and Durazzo and the other on Alessio and Scutani, 


1 Not printed. 
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were to be withdrawn and not replaced, and that Italian troops should 
continue their advance in the direction of these towns. 

This principle was laid down by reason of the situation produced by the 
treaty of London of April 1915 which provided for the formation of a 
Mussulman state under Italian control and which would include the central 
portion of Albania and the port of Durazzo. No definite limits had been 
fixed to this state. Nevertheless in view of the stipulation that the state was 
to be ‘Mussulman’ and ‘Central’ it was to be inferred that it should not 
include the territory of the Mirdites and that the frontier should be approxi- 
mately fixed, in the north, by the River Mati as far as the Black Drin. 

In these circumstances the orders sent to General Franchet d’Esperey, as 
a result of the Conference of October 7th, were the following as far as Albania 
was concerned :— 

To confine possible operations by the Serbs to the north of the line of the 
river Mati, Central Albania being reserved as a field for Italian action. 

The French Government add that it is well to recall that at the time when 
this decision was taken there was no reason to suppose that the Treaty of 
London of 1915 would be called into question since Italian occupation of the 
Austro-Hungarian territories on the Adriatic was based on that very Treaty. 

I have, &c., 
DERBY 


No. 412 
Mr. Kennard (Rome) to Earl Curzon (Received October 8, 9.40 a.m.) 


No. 452 [C 8242/440/19] 


ROME, October 7, 1920, 5.40 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 439.! 

Following is summary of Note just received from Ministry for Foreign 
Affairs regarding Albania. They state that it is impossible to consider on 
same basis two situations, one founded on armistice agreement and the other 
on a line which even if it existed could only be considered as a provisional 
military decision; in fact a line of operations, as it was called by Serbian 
Government on the first occasion on which its existence was maintained by 
latter in official correspondence with Minister for Foreign Affairs. 

Italian Government further consider it an error to give permanent 
character to situation which cannot be considered as definite. Result of 
such procedure is generally to create difficulties instead of facilitating their 
solution. 

Finally Italian Government can in no way share view of His Majesty’s 
Government regarding Treaty of London and Albania; if it were a question 
of referring to that Treaty it would be evident that in Albania Serbian 
Government has occupied territory before settlement of question while 
Italian Government have evacuated it. 


™ No. 398. 
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Italian Government in the interests of peace in the Balkans and of general 
pacification of the world had made their proposals considering that best way 
to remove any danger of conflict was to make it clear to the two nations and 
Governments interested that Powers while awaiting decision of Conference 
are of opinion that existing Treaties must be respected and that a state of 
peace must be henceforward substituted for methods of war. They consider 
that by these means it is easier to avoid continuation of an undesirable and 
dangerous situation. 

Translation of Note follows by bag.? 

Repeated to Belgrade. 


2 Under cover of Mr. Kennard’s despatch No. 806 of Oct. 12 (not printed), received in 
the Foreign Office on Oct. 18. 


No. 413 
Earl Curzon to the United States Chargé d’ Affatres (London) 
[C 7998/40/19] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, October 11, 1920 


The Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs presents his compliments to the 
United States Chargé d’Affaires, and has the honour to acknowledge the 
receipt of his memorandum of the Ist instant relative to Albania.' Lord 
Curzon has subsequently received from His Majesty’s Ambassador at 
Washington a telegram recording a conversation with the Assistant Secretary 
of State on the same subject.2 From this telegram it appears that the State 
Department consider that it would be desirable to reach an immediate 
settlement of the Albanian question by entrusting to an International Com- 
mission a mandate to determine on the spot the definite frontiers of the new 
state. It seems that your government have reason to believe that the S.C.S. 
Government would withdraw their troops from Albania if once they were 
assured that the frontiers would in the near future be in this way determined ; 
and, in the opinion of the State Department, to entrust an International 
Commission with the task of fixing these frontiers would be the most 
expeditious method of securing immediate peace and future stability in 
Albania. 

2. Lord Curzon trusts that you will assure your government that H.M.G. 
sincerely and warmly welcome the co-operation of the United States in any 
negotiations which may lead to a settlement of this long outstanding question. 
He is glad at the same time to observe that your government are desirous of 
assisting in such discussions, and he ventures to express the hope that the 
Associated Powers will thus from the outset have the benefit of a clear 
definition of the attitude of the United States government towards the matter. 

™ No. 407. 
2 Washington telegram No. 676 of Oct. 4, not printed. 
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3. In regard to the specific proposal of your government, that a mixed 
Commission should be sent to Albania with the mandate actually to define 
the future boundaries of that country, Lord Curzon considers that the present 
moment is not opportune for giving to the Commission such precise or ex- 
tensive functions. In the first place, the French and British Governments are 
still, as the State Department are aware, bound by the provisions of the 
Treaty of London of 1915, under which Northern and Southern Albania 
were to be accorded respectively to Serbia, Montenegro and Greece. In the 
second place, H.M.G. have just learnt that negotiations are about to be 
resumed between the Italian and S.C.S. governments in regard to the settle- 
ment of the Adriatic dispute, and in such negotiations the question of Albania 
will necessarily figure. At the same time the Yugo-Slav forces which have 
been operating in the interior of Albania have, it is understood, already 
received orders to withdraw behind the line of demarcation allotted to them 
in 1918, and H.M.G. have little doubt that, when once the general Adriatic 
question has been disposed of, the S.C.S. government will be prepared to 
respect the decisions of the principal Allied and Associated Powers in regard 
to the frontiers of Albania. In these circumstances it would appear preferable 
to defer a final settlement of the Albanian frontiers until the negotiations 
impending between the Italian and the S.C.S. governments have been con- 
cluded, by which time it is to be hoped that the problem of Albania will have 
been disengaged from at least some of the difficulties in which it has hitherto 
been entangled. 

4. Although Lord Curzon would for the above reasons regard as pre- 
mature the immediate despatch to Albania of a Commission charged with 
the delimitation of the new frontiers, he is none the less in favour of the 
despatch of a Commission for purposes of enquiry and report. He would be 
prepared indeed to agree to such a Commission being authorised to make 
recommendations to the Ambassadors’ Conference in regard to the future 
frontiers of Albania, and it is clear that without some such expert advice the 
Conference would be faced by the same difficulties as those experienced by 
the Ambassadors’ Conference of 1913 in deciding how the boundaries should 
be drawn so as to cause the least amount of tribal friction or economic 
distress. Lord Curzon has in fact, as the State Department are aware, already 
suggested that some such Commission should be sent to Albania,3 but at the 
instance of the Italian government he has agreed provisionally that the 
functions of this Commission shall be merely those of enquiry into the causes 
of the recent hostilities.* If, therefore, the United States government desire that 
the mandate of the Commission should be extended in the sense above indi- 
cated, it would seem preferable that they should themselves raise the question 
with the three Associated Governments as a fresh proposal independent of 
the one which H.M.G. have already put forward. Should your government 
decide to initiate such a proposal, they can rely on the support of H.M.G. 

5. It may be useful at this stage to define the general attitude of H.M.G. 


3 See No. 378. 
* See Nos. 380, 387, and 3908. 
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in regard to the question of the future frontiers of Albania. The State Depart- 
ment have informed Sir A. Geddes that the President of the United States is 
anxious that the independent State of Albania shall be created within such 
frontiers as shall render possible the political and economic existence of the 
country.’ With this intention H.M.G. have every sympathy, but they would 
wish to draw attention to the fact that the constitution of an independent 
state of Albania can at best be only experimental. The experiment has been 
attempted, once before, and it has failed. H.M.G. are willing to repeat it, 
but they cannot overlook the fact that many years must elapse before such 
an Albanian State can be self-supporting or even stable. H.M.G. fully 
appreciate the force and persistence of Albanian nationalism in the face of 
external menace, and they do not underestimate the many good qualities 
of the Albanian character. They apprehend however that the solidarity of 
Albanian nationalism is likely to be impaired when once the menace of 
external interference is removed, and that the creation of a completely 
independent Albania within frontiers guaranteed by the Powers, may 
coincide with the emergence within Albania of regional and even of religious 
feuds under which the present conception of Albanian unity may well 
succumb. It is for this reason that H.M.G. feel that during such a period as 
is almost certain to elapse before Albania is able to stand as a fully centralised 
and responsible state, she ought not to be exposed to difficulties upon her 
frontiers, either with Yugo-Slavia or with Greece. It therefore seems essential 
to render these frontiers acceptable both to the Greek and Yugo-Slav 
governments and also to public opinion in those two countries. H.M.G. 
recognise that the frontiers as defined in 1913 may require some revision, 
with special reference to the ethnical position in the south, and the economic 
situation in the north and east. They feel indeed that as regards the northern 
and eastern frontiers the territory to be assigned to Albania should if feasible 
be not less than that accorded to her in 1913, while, as regards the southern 
frontier they are confident that a settlement satisfactory to all parties could 
be secured in consultation with the Greek government on the basis of the 
several recommendations made to the Supreme Council in Paris by the 
committee on Greek territorial claims. H.M.G. do not however consider 
that it would be possible or desirable to take into account the exaggerated 
claims which have been advanced by Albanian official and unofficial repre- 
sentatives, and which, if accorded, would lead to Albania securing territories 
which she would be unable to assimilate and the possession of which would 
expose her to the continued hostility of her two neighbours. 

6. In requesting you to be so good as to communicate the above observa- 
tions to the State Department, I would add that H.M.G. will be glad to 
furnish any further information or opinions on this question which your 
government may require. 


5 In his telegram No. 676 of Oct. 4 (see n. 2) Sir A. Geddes had reported a long 
conversation with the U.S. Assistant Secretary of State in which the latter had stated that 
in his opinion the proposed Commission ‘should deal with question from point of view of 
Albania and that President Wilson was anxious this new scheme should be adopted’. 
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No. 414 
Earl Curzon to Sir A. Peel' (Sofia) 


No. 246 [C 8644/328/19] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, October 12, 1920 
Sir, | 
I received with much interest yesterday afternoon M. Stamboliisky, the 
leader of the Agrarian Party and the present Prime Minister of Bulgaria, 
being familiar with the history of his stout resistance to King Ferdinand, and 
his consequent persecution and imprisonment in the course of the war, and 
having received favourable accounts of his remarkable personality. 

Not speaking a word of any language but his own, he was accompanied by 
M. Stanciof[f],2 who is, I understand, not unlikely at a future date to be 
appointed Bulgarian Representative in Great Britain, and who speaks both 
English and French. The work of interpreting was conducted by a very 
competent young lady, the daughter of M. Stanciof, who had acquired a 
perfect knowledge of English in Bulgaria itself. 

M. Stamboliisky, who possessed a great flow of eloquence, delivered with 
much energy and with scarcely a pause, proceeded to expound to me in the 
course of the conversation, which lasted nearly an hour, the ideas and aspira- 
tions of his country. 

He began by impressing upon me most strongly that a new Bulgaria had 
sprung into existence, during and since the war, which desired a fresh 
orientation of its policy, the pivot of which was to be friendly relations with 
the Entente Powers, and more especially with Great Britain. By a new 
Bulgaria, he did not mean that a new Party had sprung up in Bulgaria as a 
consequence of her reverses; on the contrary, this Party, of which he was the 
spokesman, had been in existence both before and during the war. He had 
suffered for being its champion. Gladly would this Party have rendered us 
service, and even have joined in our cause in 1915, had not its policy been 
ruined by the disastrous diplomacy adopted by the then Government of his 
country. Sir H. Bax-Ironside, who had been our Minister in Sofia at the 
time, would, he declared, willingly testify to this fact. Both at that period and 
since, Great Britain had been popular in Bulgaria, being regarded as the only 
really disinterested Great Power. The defeat of the Central Powers had 
been widely welcomed in Bulgaria, and the enthusiasm for Great Britain had 
been cooled only by the terms of the Peace Treaty and by the report, which 
had been spread broadcast, that its severity was due in the main to British 
interference. He, M. Stamboliisky, had not believed this for a moment, and 
had asked to be allowed to come to England immediately after the signature 
of the treaty.3 


1 H.M. Minister at Sofia in succession to Sir H. Dering. 

2 Cf. No. 354. 

3 Cf. No. 324. For M. Stamboliisky’s interview with Mr. Lloyd George on Oct. 27, see 
Vol. VIII, No. 93. 
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I interrupted at this moment, to protest most strongly against this out- 
rageous travesty of British policy and conduct, which, I said, was due entirely 
to the machinations of other parties, whose identity M. Stamboliisky knew 
as well as I did. So far from the charge being true, it was notorious that, in 
the Peace negotiations in Paris, the most lenient and considerate attitude 
towards the enemy countries had been consistently taken by Great Britain, 
who had incurred a good deal of odium with some of her Allies for this 
reason. It was monstrous, therefore, that any of these parties should now 
turn round and endeavour to represent themselves as the special friends of 
Bulgaria, to the exclusion of, or in preference to, Great Britain. 

However, I invited M. Stamboliisky, who had already expended about a 
quarter of an hour of time, to leave the history of the past and to discuss what 
was much more important, namely: the future of his country and his own 
ideas with regard to that subject. 

Responding to this invitation, he said that his aim also was to bury the past ; 
and that the new Bulgaria of which he had spoken was a country with no 
aggressive intentions, but on the contrary that she desired friendship with her 
neighbours, not because it had been imposed upon her compulsorily by the 
issue of the war, but because it represented the natural inclinations of her 
people. Among the neighbours of Bulgaria, however, he felt that it was still 
premature to speak about peaceful relations with Yugo-Slavia, which was in 
a very unsettled state, and which would not, in his opinion, recover equili- 
brium or develop a steadfast policy for some time to come. The Yugo-Slav 
people, and more especially the Serbians, must be taught to respect the 
rights of minorities. He regretted much that a Commission had not been 
formed, specially charged with the supervision of the terms of the Treaty 
concerning this subject. This work should even now be entrusted to an Inter- 
national Commission of Control, or, as a preferable alternative, autonomy 
should be conceded to Macedonia. 

I pointed out in reply that it was useless, at this date, to talk about altera- 
tions in the Treaty, and that I was under the impression, although I had not 
been in Paris when the Treaty was drawn up, that the protection of minorities 
had been made a special charge of the League of Nations. If this were so, the 
object which M. Stamboliisky had in view would to a large extent be secured. 

He then went on to invoke especially the aid of Great Britain in Bulgarian 
relations with Roumania and Greece. He did not develop the former point 
at any length, but he spoke of the Greeks in a manner which showed that he 
regarded that people, if not with deep animosity, at any rate with profound 
suspicion. He was particularly concerned about securing a proper maritime 
outlet for his country on the A.gean, and he seemed desperately dissatisfied 
with the Treaty arrangements in that respect. 

I was able to acquaint him with the fact, of which he had not heard, that 
quite recently a special Treaty relating to Thrace had been concluded by the 
Great Powers with Greece, which had already been signed,* although not 


4 For the text of this treaty, signed at Sévres on Aug. 10, see B.F.S.P., vol. 113, cols. 
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actually ratified, by the latter, containing special provisions with regard to 
the maritime outlet of Bulgaria at Dedeagatch, providing, if there was any 
failure or obstruction in arranging this, for the creation of a special Com- 
mission by the League of Nations, on which Bulgaria herself would be repre- 
sented. I said that, when the terms of this Treaty were communicated, as 
they shortly would be, to Bulgaria, I believed that he would have every 
reason to be satisfied at the protection afforded to Bulgarian interests.5 

For a while, M. Stamboliisky appeared to treat this disclosure on my part 
with considerable indifference, and to be in no wise impressed by its character. 
I think that he could perhaps only partially have understood my explana- 
tion. Later in the interview, when I expressed my surprise at his indifference, 
he made some sort of apology. 

He was deeply interested in the probable treatment of minorities by the 
Greeks. He had confidence in Great Britain, but none in Greece, and he 
feared that we were somewhat inclined to distrust his countrymen, because 
of their supposed Slavonic leanings. For his part, he was glad that the Great 
Powers were at Constantinople, particularly Great Britain, and he earnestly 
hoped we would remain there. Just as Great Britain had hitherto used 
Greece as the instrument of her policy in the Near East, so he hoped that we 
would find occasion to use Bulgaria in the future. 

Here again I felt that we were treading on rather delicate ground, and I 
invited M. Stamboliisky to state to me specifically whether he had any 
definite proposals, as distinct from complaints, to make, and whether we 
could do any particular thing to assist in the recuperation of his country. 

He forthwith raised the question of the Bulgarian Army, as provided for 
by the Peace Treaty, repeating to me his well-known complaint that, without 
compulsory service of some sort, it was impossible to raise an army adequate 
for the defence of the country, inasmuch as the Bulgarian population, who 
were devoted to the land, hated life in barracks, and declined, unless com- 
pelled, to leave their farms. He also laid stress upon the danger that might 
be anticipated from a resuscitated Russia. His plea was that the Treaty 
should be altered so as to admit of compulsory recruitment in Bulgaria. 

I answered him that the whole theory upon which the various Peace 
Treaties had been drawn up was the destruction of the detestable spirit of 
militarism, which had led to the recent war, and that, as the principal in- 
strument used by that spirit was conscription, this had been everywhere 
deliberately banned. If an exception was to be made in the case of Bulgaria, 
how would it be possible to refuse similar applications from other countries? 
I could not hold out any hope that a deliberate departure from the conditions 
of the Treaty would be found acceptable, even though I admitted that there 


5 Lord Curzon had in his telegram No. 183 of Oct. 8 to Athens (not printed) instructed 
Mr. Russell to ask M. Venizelos whether there was any specific subject affecting Graeco- 
Bulgarian relations on which he would wish H.M.G. to advise M. Stamboliisky. In his No. 253 
of Oct. 12 (received in the Foreign Office on Oct. 13) Mr. Russell telegraphed that M. 
Venizelos would welcome M. Stamboliisky’s visit: ‘When he sees him he proposes to offer 
Bulgaria access to port of Salonica (besides Dedeagatch) on practically the same terms as 
those enjoyed by Serbia.’ 
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was considerable local force in the plea which M. Stambolusky had urged, 
and that the conditions in Bulgaria differed in some respects from those in 
other countries. I thought, however, that the right way to look at the matter 
was to see whether, as the Bulgarian Army would now be required, as he had 
himself admitted, not for purposes of aggression, but for the maintenance of 
law and order within the country, some means might be found for raising 
a force of Gendarmerie, which would conform to the requirements of the 
country and its people. I would gladly examine proposals in that sense, but 
further than that I could not go. 

Lastly, M. Stamboliisky urged very strongly that financial help should be 
given to Bulgaria. 

Here I was able to inform him that it had been decided to admit his 
country to the trade credits which had already been opened in Cu of 
other countries. 

For this he expressed his warmest gratitude. 

He then made his adieus, leaving upon me the impression that he was a 
stout-hearted and sincere patriot, bent upon getting his country back on to 
the lines which it had so foolishly abandoned, and erring only—if he erred 
at all—from a pardonable impetuosity of temperament, and a not unnatural 
ignorance of public affairs. 

I am, &c., 
CurRZON OF KEDLESTON 


No. 415 


The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received October 15) 
No. 1200 Telegraphic: by bag [C 8769/218/19| 
PARIS, October 14, 1920 


My telegram No. 1154 paragraph 4! and your telegram No. 1067.? 

The Conference of Ambassadors has received a reply from the Roumanian 
Minister stating that his government are prepared to sign the Bessarabian 
Treaty provided that the following two modifications are made:— 


1. Paragraph 1 of Article 7 regarding the Kilia arm of the Danube to be 
omitted and the question to be referred by general agreement to the Con- 
ference on the status of the Danube. 

2. Addition of words ‘non prévus’ after the words ‘détails’ in Article 9.3 


™ No. 408. 2 No. 410. 

3 An English translation of this Article read: “The High Contracting Parties shall invite 
Russia to adhere to the present Treaty, so soon as there is a Government of Russia recog- 
nised by them. They reserve the right to refer any questions that might be raised by the 
Russian Government with regard to the details of the present Treaty, as well as any diffi- 
culties which may hereafter arise in its application, to the arbitration of the Council of the 
League of Nations.’ 
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As regards amendment No. 1 the Roumanian note makes no mention of 
embodying the stipulation regarding the Kilia mouth in a letter to be 
addressed to the signatory powers on the signature of the Treaty. 

Having called the attention of the Roumanian Legation to this omission 
they have to-day furnished me with a draft letter to the following effect. 

“When the question was discussed in London in May 1920 the Danube 
Conference had not yet been convoked. According to the understanding 
then arrived at it was laid down that the question of the Kilia mouth should 
be settled by the Danube Conference. The Roumanian Government still 
adhere[s] to this point of view and considers that the Conference of the 
Danube which is at present sitting in Paris is competent to deal with this 
question of the Kilia mouth.’ 

You will observe that this draft varies considerably from that enclosed in 
your despatch No. 1815 (Annex 2).* I shall be glad to learn whether you 
consider it equally acceptable. General Mance’ points out that failing agree- 
ment regarding Kilia mouth at the Danube Conference which Roumanians 
could block, the status quo would, according to new Roumanian draft, be 
maintained; 1.e. the Roumanian Government would evade the obligation 
which they contracted as result of discussions in May which virtually assured 
the placing of the Kilia mouth under the Danube Commission. 

Amendment No. 2 appears to modify considerably the sense of Article 9, 
but the Roumanian Minister assures me that it has been discussed in London 
and accepted in principle. I shall be glad to know whether this is the case. 

I reminded the Roumanian Minister that his Government had under- 
taken to embody in an exchange of notes the assurances given respecting the 
protection of French and British interests in Bessarabia. He tells me that such 
an exchange of notes has already been effected with the French Government 
and that the omission in the case of His Majesty’s Government was due to 
an oversight. He has now communicated to me the following draft :— 

“The Roumanian Government undertakes to pay direct to the British 
Government on behalf of the British landowners in Bessarabia whose prop- 
erty has been expropriated in virtue of the Roumanian expropriation law, 
compensation which shall represent the real value of the expropriated 
property. 

“The amount of this compensation shall be fixed by common agreement 
by the two Governments in an equitable manner and without taking into ac- 
count the rules laid down by the Roumanian expropriation law.’ 

I shall be glad to learn whether its text is acceptable to His Mayjesty’s 
Government. 

4 Of June 2, 1920. The draft article referred to read: ‘Le Gouvernement Roumain 
déclare que les questions concernant le Danube qui découlent de 1’Union de la Bessarabie 
4 la Roumanie seront réglées par la Conférence prévue dans |’Article 349 du Traité de 
Versailles 4 laquelle la Roumanie a le droit de participer. En ce qui concerne le bras de 
Kilia, 4 moins d’une décision contraire de cette Conférence, il sera soumis au méme régime 
que les autres bouches du Danube.’ 


5 Brig.-Gen. H. O. Mance, President of the Communications Section (British) of the 
Supreme Economic Council, had taken part in the conversations in London in May. 
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Monsieur Take Jonesku [sic] has left to-day for London, and will, therefore, 
be in a position to discuss these points if required. 

The Roumanian Legation have notified the Conference of Ambassadors 
that they are prepared to sign the Central European Frontiers Treaty and 
the New States Treaty at the same time as the Bessarabian Treaty. 


No. 416 
Mr, Kennard (Rome) to Earl Curzon (Received October 19, 10.35 a.m.) 


No. 464 [C g008/440/19] 
ROME, October 18, 1920, 5.35 p.m. 

My telegram No. 454.! 

Italian Government while maintaining their reservations in so far as they 
regard general Albanian question, accept proposal for district commission 
in the form agreed upon in view of explicit assurances given by Serb-Croat- 
Slovene Government to His Majesty’s Government.? 

Repeated to Belgrade. 


! Of Oct. 8, not printed. 2 See No. 403, n. 5. 


No. 417 


Earl Curzon to the Earl of Derby (Paris) 
No. 1109 Telegraphic: by bag [C 8769/218/19] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, October 18, 1920 


Your telegram No. 1200 (of 14th October:' Bessarabian Treaty). 

The two proposals made by the Roumanian Delegation are not consistent 
with what was arranged with M. Titulesco? here last May. You should 
therefore refrain from accepting them till the matter has been discussed here 
with M. Take Jonescu and M. Titulesco.3 We are hopeful of arriving at an 
agreement. 

The proposed formula for the indemnification of British subjects in Bess- 
arabia appears acceptable, but you should take no further steps with regard 
to it till it has been fully considered here. 

t No. 415. 

2 Roumanian Minister of Finance. 

3 M. Titulescu had accompanied M. Take Jonescu on his visit to London, see No. 415 
above. 
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No. 418 


Earl Curzon to the Earl of Derby (Paris) 
No. 1117 Telegraphic: by bag [C 8769/218/19] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, October 20, 1920 


Your telegram No. 1200—of 14th October and my telegram No. 1109 of 
18th October (Bessarabian Treaty).! 

Board of Trade concur that proposed formula for indemnification of 
British subjects in Bessarabia is acceptable and you may so inform Rou- 
manian Minister. 

As regards Article 9 of draft Treaty, M. Titulescu agrees to substitute for 
the unacceptable words ‘non prévus’ the words ‘a l’exclusion de la question 
des frontiéres définies dans ce traité et de la question de la souveraineté 
roumaine’. You may accept this. 

M. Titulescu offers to add to the draft letter dealing with Kilia the words 
‘and Roumania will accept its decision’. To meet this point Mr. Malkin? has 
drafted the following Note to be addressed by the Roumanian plenipotentiary 
to the President of the Ambassadors’ Conference simultaneously with the 
signing of the Bessarabian Treaty: 


‘Your Excellency, 

‘I have the honour, by direction of my Government, to state, on the 
occasion of the signature of the Treaty by which the sovereignty of Rou- 
mania over Bessarabia is recognised, that the Roumanian Government 
agrees that the régime to be applied to the Kilia mouth of the Danube 
shall be determined forthwith by the Danube Conference now sitting in 
Paris,3 and hereby undertakes to accept the decision in this respect of the 
said Conference, taken if need be by a majority.’ 


Unless Colonel Baldwin thinks that there is serious danger of a majority 
of the Conference voting against us on this matter, you may accept this 
formula. Please enquire Colonel Baldwin’s views and inform me by telegram 
in order that an agreement may be reached here if possible before M. Titu- 
lescu leaves London. 

1 Nos. 415 and 417 respectively. 
2 Assistant Legal Adviser to the Foreign Office. 3 See No. 342. 


No. 419 
Earl Curzon to Sir H. Dering (Bucharest) 


No. 455 [© 9351/4025/19] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, October 21, 1920 
Sir, 
The Roumanian Foreign Minister, Monsieur Take Jonesco, called upon 
me at the Foreign Office this afternoon for a final interview on the eve of his 
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departure from England. He had already had a conversation with the Prime 
Minister upon the most important of the subjects which he had come to this 
country to discuss,! and I told him that a report of that conversation was in 
my possession. He said that he did not propose to trouble me with the 
various financial points which the Prime Minister had referred for discussion 
and decision to the Chancellor of the Exchequer, but that he would confine 
himself in his present interview to two or three topics of major political 
importance. 

The first of these was the question whether he should endeavour to persuade 
Poland during his forthcoming visit to Warsaw to enter the little Entente. 
The Prime Minister, he said, had pointed out to him the perils of this course, 
and had found in the recent performances of Poland many reasons for dis- 
trusting both the policy and the ruler of that country. M. Take Jonesco, on 
the other hand, apparently yearned for a rounding off of the Alliance by the 
inclusion of this potentially powerful factor on the north. 

I did not presume to give him advice upon the matter, but I pointed out 
two considerations that led me to think that Poland herself might not exhibit 
any great anxiety to join the combination. These were, in the first place, 
that she had nothing to fear from Hungary, whose chauvinistic ambitions— 
against which the new Entente was believed in the main to be directed—lay 
entirely out of the orbit of Poland; and, secondly, that the face of Poland was 
turned, just now, much more towards the east than towards the south. Her 
principal problem was the settlement of her future relations with Russia, 
rather than an active participation in the statecraft of the Balkans; and, if 
M. Take Jonesco felt any reluctance himself, I thought it not improbable 
that a similar want of eagerness might be displayed by the Polish Govern- 
ment. 

His second point, which evidently caused him a good deal of anxiety, was 
the attitude to be taken by his Government towards the Soviet offers for an 
agreement with Roumania, involving the recognition of the Soviet Govern- 
ment, and, as a consequence, their diplomatic representation in Bucharest. 
The Roumanian Government had for some time kept the negotiations 
dangling on, and were even now pursuing that course. The question for his 
Government was whether they should accelerate the pace and conclude an 
arrangement without further delay. The British Prime Minister had advised 
the latter course, arguing that any agreement with Roumania about Bess- 
arabia that was made by the Soviet Government now, even if the latter fell 
at a very early date, would in all probability have some sort of binding force 
upon their successors. On the other hand, what the Roumanian Foreign 
Minister clearly feared most was the setting up in Bucharest of a nucleus of 
formidable Bolshevik intrigue. The leader of the advanced Socialist Party 
in Roumania, Rakovsky by name, who sometimes claimed to be a Roumanian 
and sometimes to be a Bulgarian, his actual origin being uncertain, was at 
the present moment a Soviet Commissar functioning at Kharkoff in southern 
Russia. From that place he was in close communication with his Party in 

t See Vol. VIII, No. 92. 


494 


Roumania, and he was regarded by the Roumanian Government as a very 
dangerous factor. An opportunity for a wide extension of his activities might 
be given by the installation of a Soviet Legation in Bucharest. M. Take 
Jonesco felt that the decision must depend largely upon the probability or 
the reverse of the continued existence of Lenin’s Government, as to which 
many unfavourable rumours were in circulation. Would I, said the Minister, 
give him my opinion on the point? | 

To this I replied that so many prophecies of the impending fall of the 
Bolshevik Government had been confidently made, and as surely falsified, 
that I had myself long ceased to attach much importance to these political 
predictions. As a matter of fact, however, I had, only half-an-hour pre- 
viously, had a conversation with the English writer, Mr. H. G. Wells, who 
had just returned from Moscow and Petrograd, and who, although giving 
a deplorable account of the condition in many respects of the people in those 
cities, had come away with the conviction not merely that, if Lenin’s Govern- 
ment fell, there would be chaos and anarchy of a worse description than 
anything that Russia had yet undergone, but that Lenin’s Government 
seemed securely established, and showed no early prospect of being dis- 
placed.? 

M. Take Jonesco said that if this was so, it might be considered an argu- 
ment for coming to terms with a Government who were likely to endure. 
The decision, however, really turned upon what Poland was likely to do. 
If Poland concluded a definite treaty with the Soviet Government, if she 
recognised and entered into official relations with them, it would, he thought, 
be impossible for Roumania to abstain from doing so also. In such circum- 
stances Soviet Russia would have made peace with all her other neighbours, 
and it would not be possible for Roumania to remain as a solitary gap in 
the wall. 

I gathered from the Minister’s concluding observations that he meant to 
keep the negotiations with M. Chicherin3 going for the present, and that the 
Roumanian Government would wait to see how things developed before they 
arrived at a final decision. 

He then opened another question to me. He asked my opinion concerning 
the guilty Bulgarian Officers, whom it was proposed, under the terms of the 
Peace Treaty, to try by tribunals of the neighbouring Entente Powers. 
Bulgaria felt strongly that these individuals should not be handed over to 
Greek and Serbian Courts, in which they would receive no sort of justice, 
and would infallibly be condemned. She did not see why a different measure 
should be meted out to her from that which had been accorded to Germany, 
and she pleaded strongly to be allowed to try her own criminals in her own 
Courts. M. Take Jonesco thought that this request ought to be conceded, 
and he proposed to give this advice when he arrived in Athens. 

I narrated to him the history of our own proceedings with regard to the 
German criminals, with regard to whom we had completely abandoned the 


2 Cf. Vol. XI, No. 637, n. 2. 
3 Soviet Russian People’s Commissar for Foreign Affairs. 
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Treaty position of trial by British and other Allied tribunals, and had been 
obliged to consent to the proposed trial by the German High Court in 
Leipzig.4 We had equally been defeated by Holland in our attempt to secure 
for trial the person of the Ex-Emperor.’ I did not imagine, therefore, that 
Roumania, Greece, or Serbia would be any more successful in inducing the 
Bulgarian Government to surrender the guilty Bulgarian officers. In these 
circumstances, I did not see how persistence in the Treaty demands could be 
made effective. What treatment, however, would the guilty parties be likely 
to receive at the hands of a Bulgarian Court? 

There would, M. Take Jonesco frankly admitted, be just as little chance of 
justice there, on the one side, as there would be in a Greek or Serbian Court, 
on the other. The latter would infallibly condemn every Bulgarian accused, 
whatever the evidence, and would pass capital sentence upon him. On the 
other hand, whatever the evidence, a Bulgarian Court would equally cer- 
tainly acquit him. In such circumstances, the decision must be arrived at 
without any reference to Justice, and be taken entirely on political grounds. 

This exceedingly cynical solution appeared to me to admit of no dispute, 
and accordingly I said to the Minister that, in my judgment, the best thing 
would be to agree to the Bulgarian request, even though we knew that it 
involved the ultimate escape from serious punishment of all the guilty 
parties. 

The last point upon which the Roumanian Minister consulted me, while 
wishing him good-bye and a long life to his Government, was whether I 
thought that General Averesco and he would be well advised to take M. 
Bratiano and his Party into alliance with themselves, and to form a Coalition 
Government. 

I hesitated to give any opinion upon the internal politics of a foreign 
country, but said that all the information that I had led me to think that the 
Bratianist policy and its leading champion were so fiercely opposed to the 
Party and policy which M. Take Jonesco represented that I could not con- 
ceive that such an alliance would have either a sound basis or a prolonged 
existence, and that I thought his Ministry would be well advised to fight 
their own battles on their own platform in their own way. 

M. Take Jonesco told me that this was entirely his own opinion, and that 
he had replied in that sense to his Ministerial Chief. 

He left me with many expressions of gratitude for the cordial reception and 
the great kindness he had met with in this country, to which he was deeply 
attached. 

Iam, &c., 
CuRZON OF KEDLESTON 


4 See Vol. IX, Chap. VIII. 5 Cf. No. 365, n. 2. 
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No. 420 
Mr. Russell (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received October 26, 10.10 a.m.) 


No. 257 Telegraphic [C 9599/343/19] 
Very urgent ATHENS, October 25, 1920, 3 p.m. 


My telegram No. 252.! 

In the event of King Alexander’s death,? which is now regarded as in- 
evitable, Prince Paul will be declared King and invited to assume the crown. 
Monsieur Venizelos has stated that this will be subject to conditions ensuring 
formal abdication of ex-King. If this intention is adhered to it may result 
in negotiations and delays intentionally prolonged by ex-King, entailing 
critical (? state) while throne remains vacant and elections are impending, 
and it is likely no conditions will be made. Monsieur Venizelos refuses to 
contemplate possibility of Prince Paul’s refusal or to make pronouncement 
respecting action of Government in that case. General opinion is that en- 
quiries will be made amongst foreign ruling families; popular sentiment 
being very strongly in favour of application to English Royal House. 

Queen Olga, widow of King George, arrives to-day to see her grandson. 
It is suggested that she may be invited to assume regency if he dies. 


1 Of Oct. 12, not printed. 
2 King Alexander of Greece had been taken ill with blood poisoning after being bitten 


by a pet monkey. He died on Oct. 25. 


No. 421 
Earl Curzon to Sir A. Young (Belgrade) 


No. 532 [C 9242/440/19] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, October 26, 1920 
Sir, 

I have received your telegram No. 322 of the 2oth instant! in which you 
urge that to go bail for any assurances given by the S.C.S. Government or 
attributed by us to them on the question of their future attitude to the solu- 
tion of the Albanian question 1s likely to prove a ‘dangerous course’. There 
appears to be some misunderstanding as to the exact attitude taken up by 
the S.C.S. Government and H.M.G. in connection with the correspondence 
which has passed between them on the subject of the recognition of the 1913 
frontiers of Albania. In my telegram No. 439 of the 18th ultimo to Mr. 
Kennard? I referred to the explicit assurances received from the S.C.S. 
Government ‘that they will recognise the 1913 frontiers so soon as these have 
been reaffirmed by the Conference’. I informed you of this assurance in 
my telegram No. 190 of the roth September? and quoted from a note of 

1 Not printed. 2 No. 398. 
3 No. 386. 
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the S.C.S. Representative dated the 26th August in which M. Gavrilovic 
said: “The Royal Government have always made it clear that it would sub- 
mit to the decision of the Peace Conference on the Albanian question and 
would withdraw its troops from the line of demarcation as soon as a request 
to that effect, based on the decision taken, was addressed to it by the Con- 
ference.’ 

2. The essential consideration, therefore, to bear in mind is that the whole 
question of the frontiers of Albania must first have been discussed and de- 
cided by the Peace Conference before we can insist that the S.C.S. Govern- 
ment are bound to recognise the 1913 frontiers. I have never gone farther 
than this in the demands I have addressed to them, and I am not aware that 
any new consideration has arisen which would lead the 8.C.S. Government 
to go back on these assurances. The essence of the whole question is the 
connection with, or separation from, the general Adriatic controversy of the 
Albanian problem. As you are aware from my telegram No. 439 to Mr. 
Kennard? to which I have already referred, H.M.G. have never wavered in 
impressing on the Italian Government that they are unwilling to embark 
on any discussion of the Albanian question except in connection with the 
general Adriatic question. This is also, as you have informed me in your 
telegram No. 301 of the 4th instant,’ the view of the S.C.S. Government. 
I cannot see therefore that in the correspondence which passed with the 
Italian Government H.M.G. have committed themselves to anything further 
than is in fact admitted and desired by the Yugo-Slav Government. For this 
reason I fail to see what danger lies in maintaining a point of view which is in 
fact in agreement with that of the Yugo-Slav Government and to which the 
acquiescence, however reluctant, of the Italian Government has now been 
obtained for all practical purposes in spite of the reservations which they 
think fit still to maintain, as reported in Mr. Kennard’s telegram No. 464 of 
the 18th instant* which was repeated to you. 

3. The one practical measure to be considered at the moment is the des- 
patch of a commission of enquiry to Albania. This was originally suggested 
by the Yugo-Slav Government’ and has now been agreed to by the Italian 
Government. It is true that the two governments most nearly concerned are 
likely to attach very different significance to the functions and scope of this 
commission, but for H.M.G. the most important consideration is the oppor- 
tunity thus offered to become fully acquainted with the facts of the case. By 
supporting the proposed commission we are not in fact committing ourselves 
to anything further than a detailed study of the question. 

4. I should be glad if you would take any opportunity of dispelling any 
misgivings which the S.C.S. Government may entertain as to the danger 
likely to arise for them from the course proposed and to point out to them 
that, while H.M.G. take it for granted that there will be no question of the 
S.C.S. Government going back on their explicit undertaking to recognise the 
1913 frontiers as soon as these have been reaffirmed by the Conference, 
H.M.G. do not hold themselves committed to the literal acceptance in all 


4 No. 416. 5 See No. 370. 
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details of the 1913 frontiers before the whole question has been fully discussed 
and decided by the general Peace Conference. 
5. I am sending a copy of this despatch to H.M. Chargés d’Affaires at 
Rome and Athens. 
Iam, &c., 
CuRZON OF KEDLESTON 


No. 422 


The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received October 28, 9 a.m.) 
No. 1251 Telegraphic [C 9786/218/19] 


PARIS, October 27, 1920, 10.35 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 1131.! 

As a result of conversation with Monsieur Take Jonescu? he has agreed to 
withdraw his objections to Article 7. The Conference of Ambassadors were 
informed at their meeting this morning of this decision, and also of the new 
Amendment to Article 9 as given in your telegram No. 1117.3 The Con- 
ference approved this amendment and decided that Treaty should be signed 
to-morrow afternoon. Monsieur Take Jonescu, who leaves in evening, will 
thus be able to sign on behalf of Roumania. 

It is stipulated that subject to necessary deposit of ratification treaty is to 
come into force simultaneous to Roumanian minorities treaty. Such a stipu- 
lation appears to be necessary in view of fact that Minorities treaty is referred 
to in Article 3. The treaty will also contain a clause allowing for extension 
of period during which contracting parties can sign. The treaty will be 
drawn up in French only. 

The Roumanian Minister here has addressed a note to me on subject of 
British interests in Bessarabia in terms given in my telegram No. 1200.4 

1 Of Oct. 23, not printed. 


2 M. Take Jonescu had left London for Paris on Oct. 24. 
3 No. 418. * No. 415. 


No. 423 


The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received October 29) 
No. 1255 Telegraphic: by bag [C 9882/218/19] 
PARIS, October 28, 1920 


The Bessarabian treaty was signed to-day on behalf of the British Empire, 
France, Italy and Roumania.'! The Japanese Ambassador being absent will 
sign in a few days’ time. The United States did not sign. 

I signed for Great Britain, India, New Zealand and South Africa. Cana- 
dian and Australian plenipotentiaries can sign up to December 15th. 


' For the text see B.F.S.P., vol. 113, pp. 647-51. 
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Roumanian plenipotentiaries also signed act of adhesion to the New 
States treaty and the Central European Frontiers treaty, both of August roth 
1920.” 

Repeated to Bucharest. 

2 See B.F.S.P., vol. 113, p. 1167. 


No. 424 
Earl Curzon to Sir A. Young (Belgrade) 


No. 535 [GC 9420/307/19] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, October 29, 1920 
Sir, 

With reference to my despatch No. 483 of the 28th ultimo! and your 
despatch No. 495 of the 16th instant? relative to the question of Montenegro, 
I have the honour to inform you that further conversations have taken place 
between members of the S.C.S. Legation in London and an official of this 
Department with a view to encouraging the S.C.S. Government to take the 
steps to satisfy the desire of H.M.G. for further information on the Monte- 
negrin situation which I set forth in my despatch under reference. 

2. In conversation with M. Karovic of the S.C.S. Legation on the 23rd 
instant, an enquiry was made whether any action had been taken by M. 
Karovic’s Government in connection with the suggestion made to him some 
weeks before from this Department that the Yugoslav Government should 
take advantage of the forthcoming elections for the Constituent Assembly 
to invite the presence in Montenegro of a representative of the League of 
Nations or, alternatively, of H.M.G. as an impartial observer of such events. 
M. Karovic at once gave the assurance that he had promptly transmitted 
the suggestion to his Government, but stated that he had gathered the im- 
pression that the general view held in Belgrade was that, once a settlement 
had been reached with the Italian Government over the general Adriatic 
question, H.M.G. would make no further difficulties about the status of 
Montenegro. In reply it was explained to M. Karovic that the desire of 
H.M.G. for adequate information on conditions in Montenegro before 
according their recognition to the union of that country with the S.C.S. 
Kingdom was entirely unconnected with any such political considerations as 
may determine the policy of the Italian Government. H.M.G. had no 
intention of dictating to other governments what their attitude on this 
question should be but they are similarly determined that it was impossible 
to accord their recognition to the union of Montenegro with Yugo-Slavia 
unless they had been given full opportunities of seeing that such was in fact 
the wish of the Montenegrin population. 

3. To this statement M. Karovic replied that his government were in- 
clined to look with suspicion on such suggestions because they feared that 


t No. 405. 2 Not printed. 
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their publication might be used to undermine the authority of the Yugo-Slav 
state. To meet M. Karovic’s objections it was then suggested that such 
advertisement of the despatch of a British observer to Montenegro was not 
in fact insisted upon by H.M.G. and that the best way of giving full satisfac- 
tion to the latter might be found if M. Gavrilovic on behalf of M. Vesnic 
and M. Trumbic should lay before me the desire of their Government that 
a British Representative should be present quite unobtrusively in the capacity 
of an observer. 

4. Two days later on the 25th instant a further conversation took place 
between the S.C.S. Minister in London and the same official in this Depart- 
ment. M. Gavrilovic explained that he had been asked by M. Trumbic to 
enquire further the views of H.M.G. in the matter. The fear had been 
expressed by M. Trumbic lest the existence of an invitation to H.M.G. to 
despatch a competent observer to report on the conduct of the elections 
should lead to the Italian and other Governments demanding similar privi- 
leges. It was pointed out to M. Gavrilovic that there seemed no reason why 
this should be the case. The Italian Government it appeared were less 
interested in the question of the free self-determination of the Montenegrin 
people than in the political relationship of this question to the general Adriatic 
controversy. There therefore seemed little ground to expect that the Italian 
Government would in fact imitate the policy of H.M.G. in this matter. In 
order, however, to preclude the possibility of the action desired by H.M.G. 
leading to embarrassing proposals from other governments, I was prepared 
to entertain a suggestion if made promptly by the S.C.S. Government 
through M. Gavrilovic that there should be no advertisement on the part 
of H.M.G. of the despatch of an impartial British observer to be present 
in Montenegro during the elections. M. Gavrilovic after this explanation 
seemed to take much more kindly to the idea. He promised at once to tele- 
graph to M. Trumbic and seemed hopeful that in these circumstances the 
latter would feel prepared to authorise him to approach me in the sense I 
desired. It was pointed out to M. Gavrilovic that this action must be taken 
promptly since only four weeks were left before the coming elections and it 
was necessary that the question should be cleared up before then. 

5. In view of the satisfactory attitude taken up by M. Gavrilovic on this 
question, I should be glad if you would seize a very early opportunity of 
impressing on M. Trumbic or M. Vesnic the urgency of the issue and point- 
ing out to them that so far from it being the intention of H.M.G. to embarrass 
the S.C.S. Government it would be precisely the failure to utilise this oppor- 
tunity of satisfying H.M.G. as to the wishes of the Montenegrin people which 
might lead to the continual increasing embarrassments in the political rela- 
tions between us. 

6. I am sending a copy of this despatch to H.M. Chargé d’Affaires in 
Rome. 

Iam, &c., 
CuRZON OF KEDLESTON 


5ol 


No. 425 
Sir A. Young (Belgrade) to Earl Curzon (Received November 4, 3.45 p.m.) 


No. 345 Telegraphic (C 10407/307/19] 
BELGRADE, November 3, 1920, 7 p.m. 

Montenegrin elections. 

On the receipt yesterday of your despatch No. 535! I saw M. Trumbic 
and read to him its substance. 

After some hesitation he said that he had no objection to despatch from 
His Majesty’s Government of an impartial observer provided there was no 
publicity given to it and that delegate came in a private capacity. He was 
merely to be a witness and there must be no appearance of control. I said 
for his presence to be of real utility for purpose required His Majesty’s 
Government must be able after event to describe individual as having been 
a witness on behalf of His Majesty’s Government, that he must be able to 
circulate freely and have facilities for verifying his observations and that it 
was important that interested parties should have free access to... .2 M. 
Trumbic thought those points could be accorded. He was anxious that 
Delegate should come in guise of a newspaper correspondent. [I said that 
you might possibly find objection to that proposal. 

I also gave him assurances in regard to qualifications of person selected as 
contained in paragraph 5 of your despatch No. 483.3 

M. Trumbic said that he would instruct Serbian Minister in London to 
make you a communication in above sense. 

™ No. 424. 

2 The text is here uncertain. 

3 No. 405. In consequence of the Yugoslav Government’s consent Brig.-Gen. Hoare- 
Nairn, H.M. Military Attaché at Athens and Belgrade, was selected for this mission to 
Montenegro. Illness, however, prevented him from taking up the appointment, and Mr. 


Roland Bryce, Assistant British Commissioner for the Plebiscite in the Klagenfurt area, was 
sent in his stead, accompanied by Major L. E. Ottley. Mr. Bryce reached Cetinje on Nov. 26. 


No. 426 
Earl Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received November 14, 2 p.m.) 
No. 276 Telegraphic (C 11126/343/19] 


Very urgent ATHENS, November 13, 1920, 10.30 p.m. 


My telegram No. 273.! 

‘Athenaike’ opposition paper publishes tonight telegram from Rome 
stating that its correspondent has been informed by a member of the Greek 
Royal Family that King George in a letter of condolence to Queen Sophie? 
on the death of King Alexander said that nobody knew better than he did 


t Of Nov. ro, not printed. 
2 Wife of King Constantine of Greece. 
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how cruelly and unjustly she had suffered during last three years and ex- 
horted her to have patience as she would shortly return to Greece as Queen. 

Shall I issue another dément: for fear (? of) opposition arguing that previous 
démenti about letter to ex-King? did not cover one to ex-Queen? 


3 Lord Granville’s telegram No. 273 had reported statements by the Greek opposition 
press to the effect that H.M.G. were prepared to welcome King Constantine if the Greek 
people showed a desire for his return and that H.M. King George V was in ‘regular corre- 
spondence’ with King Constantine. Lord Granville said that he had authorized the paper 
Hestia to publish a démenti. 


No. 427 


Earl Curzon to Earl Granville (Athens) 
No. 206 Telegraphic (C 11126/343/19] 


Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, November 15, 1920, 1.20 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 276 (of November 13th).! 

You should certainly issue further démenti. The story of the alleged letter 
from King George to the ex-Queen of Greece and its contents is a complete 
fabrication. His Majesty merely sent a telegram expressing in a few words 
his sympathy with Queen Sophia, who is His Majesty’s cousin, in her sad 
bereavement. 

™ No. 426. 


No. 428 


Earl Granvelle (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received November 16, 9 a.m.) 
No. 281 Telegraphic [C' 11246/343/19] 


Very urgent. Clear the line ATHENS, November 15, 1920, 8 p.m. 


Monsieur Veniselos is hopelessly beaten.? 

He has handed his resignation to Regent who is summoning Monsieur 
Rhallys tomorrow morning. Monsieur Veniselos expects Monsieur Rhallys 
to form Government in time for him to hand over on Wednesday.? Monsieur 
Veniselos expresses confidence that he can maintain order so long as he is 
President of the Council. 

Gossip declares that Veniselists will loyally accept verdict and that there 
is no danger of intervention of either army or navy. On the other hand some 
people think that a Veniselist Military coup will be attempted. 


' i.e. in the general elections held in Greece on Nov. 14, 1920. 
2 Nov. 17. 
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No. 429 


Earl Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received November 16, 10 a.m.) 
No. 285 Telegraphic [C 11248/343/19] 


Very urgent. Very secret ATHENS, November 15, 1920, 8 p.m. 

M. Veniselos expects to hand over Government on Wednesday and he 

then intends to go straight to Phalerum, embark in s.y. ‘Narcissus’ and sail 

for Nice. As there is possible danger of Greek destroyer or torpedo boat 

pursuing him I have asked Admiral Hope in H.M.S. ‘Centaur’ to sail “by 
chance’ at the same time and escort yacht till all danger is past. 


No. 430 


Earl Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received November 16, 9.30 p.m.) 
No. 282 Telegraphic [C 11247/343/19] 


Clear the line ATHENS, November 15, 1920, 8.30 p.m. 
My immediately preceding telegram.! 
What should be my attitude towards new Government? 
Monsieur Veniselos tells me he intends to urge Monsieur Rhallys for sake 
of peace to beg King Constantine to abdicate in favour of Crown Prince. 
Probable new Ministers are said to have declared intention of making no 
change in Foreign Policy. 
1 No. 428. 


No. 431 


Earl Curzon to Earl Granville (Athens) 
No. 207 Telegraphic [C 11247/343/19]' 


Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, November 16, 1920, 10 p.m. 


Your telegram 282 (of November 15 :? attitude towards new Government). 

You may enter provisionally into relations with the new Government if 
and when properly and definitely constituted but you should adopt a re- 
served and non-committal attitude as regards the Succession until matters 
have further developed and H.M.G. are in a position to lay down a policy 
based on a fuller survey of the situation, after consultation with their allies. 


! Manuscript text only is preserved in this file. 
2 No. 430. 
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No. 432 
Earl Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received November 18, 10 a.m.) 


No. 287 Telegraphic (C 11571/343/19] 
Very urgent | ATHENS, November 17, 1920, 8 p.m. 


My telegram No. 286.! 

I understand that Monsieur Rhallys has formed Government but I do 
not yet know its composition. 

Italian Minister received visit this morning from Gounaris and Stratos? 
and came to tell me their conversation;—I suspect at their request. They 
give him their word that strictest orders had been given and every precaution 
would be taken to prevent excesses of any kind or attacks on Veniselists. He 
gathered they intended to assemble Chamber as soon as possible and then 
order immediate plebiscite on question of throne. Italian Minister is con- 
vinced that plebiscite will be almost unanimous for Constantine and I am 
inclined now to agree with him: very large numbers especially of lower 
classes have put strong .. .,3 death of King Alexander probably seemed to 
(? Greeks) who are very superstitutious [sic] a sign from heaven and those 
who would naturally oppose will probably be afraid to vote against him. 

Italian Minister said ‘he had reason to know’ that new Government wished 
to be on best possible terms with His Majesty’s Government and with me 
personally and that all Press attacks on me were to be stopped immediately 
(I have been violently attacked on account of communication reported in 
my telegram No. 273).* (? Political) prisoners were released this afternoon 
and ever since a large crowd has been perambulating the streets shouting and 
firing revolvers in the air. In front of this Legation they have been cheering 
for England. I have not heard of any attacks on Veniselists and I trust that 
they may be avoided but crowd is so excited that present good humour may 
easily change. 

' Of Nov. 17, not printed. 

2 M. Gounaris was Minister of War in the government formed by M. Rhallys on Nov. 17, 
1920. M. Stratos, who had had to resign from his office as Minister of Marine in Nov. 1914, 


was a leading anti-Venizelist. 
3 The text is here uncertain. 4 See No. 426, n. 3. 


No. 433 
Earl Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received November 18, 10.55 a.m.) 


No. 288 Telegraphic (C 11572/343/19] 
Very urgent ATHENS, November 17, 1920, 9.30 p.m. 


My telegram No. 282.! 

I take it for granted that I am to stay here at all events till King Constan- 
tine is definitely coming and enter into normal relations with new Govern- 
ment. If I see any of them before I hear from you I propose to suggest to 

1 No. 430. 


995 


them as a purely personal suggestion that they should give Constantine 
satisfaction of offering him the Crown, but try and persuade him to abdicate 
in favour of the Crown Prince but I have very little hope of this succeeding. 
If however Constantine does come back it is for His Majesty’s Government 
to decide what attitude they will adopt and I consider it most desirable that 
decision should be taken in concert with French Government if possible. 
Our natural inclination must be after our official statements etc. to show 
our displeasure by recalling me and leaving only a Chargé d’Affaires or 
“Chargé des Archives’ and stopping all material and financial assistance etc. 
My French colleague points out that consequence (? to) Greece financially, 
economically and politically would make a Turkish (sic) settlement with 
Italy much easier and that change of attitude involved by recognition of 
Constantine would be looked on throughout the East as a sign of weakness. 
On the other hand His Majesty’s Government must seriously consider 
whether our general interests in near East do not require us to swallow our 
pride, accept Constantine and continue our (? support of) Greece. If we 
withdraw our support there can be little doubt that Kemal? will take Smyrna 
or at least the Hinterland, Bulgaria Thrace, and Serbia Salonica which will 
put our whole Peace settlement back in the melting pot; value of drachma 
will drop to any figure and our commercial losses will be very heavy indeed. 
If it were decided, basing your decision on acceptance of expressed desire 
of Greek people, to recognize King Constantine, we should do so at once, but 
state very definitely that our recognition and continued support will depend 
on absolute protection of Veniselist lives and property, and proofs of immediate and 
continued good intentions and non-admittance of German propaganda. 
Decision must in any case be taken as rapidly as possible. Every day’s 
delay increases the danger of trouble and massacre of Veniselists. I have 
even taken it on myself to send Atchley? who is a personal friend of his to 
Monsieur Rhallys to tell him as a purely private and unofficial message that 
I know nothing of intentions of His Majesty’s Government but that it appears 
to me obvious that any possible chance of public opinion in England allowing 
them recognition of King Constantine would disappear if Veniselists were 
not fully protected. 
I believe that my French colleague is advising his Government not to 
recognise. I have told him I am endeavouring to lay arguments on both 
sides before you. 


2 Leader of the Turkish Nationalists. 

3 Mr. S. C. Atchley was clerk and translator in H.M. Legation at Athens with the local 
rank of Second Secretary. 

* Ina minute dated Nov. 18, Lord Curzon wrote: ‘We are asking M. Berthelot [Secretary- 
General of the French Ministry of Foreign Affairs] to come over, and I have telegraphed to 
Lord Derby in that sense . . .’, but a note from Mr. R. H. Campbell to Sir. E. Crowe 
recorded that this private telegram had ‘now been held up on instructions just received from 
Lord Curzon 1n view of Lord Derby’s telegram No. 1341’ (No. 434 below). 
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No. 434 
The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received November 18, 9 p.m.) 
No. 1341 Telegraphic (C 11601/343/19] 


Very secret PARIS, November 18, 1920, 5.20 p.m. 


President of the Council' asked me to go and see him this morning and 
spoke to me with reference to Greek affairs. His view with regard to succes- 
sion to throne is as follows :— 

In no circumstances should Constantine be allowed to go back. Under his 
orders French soldiers were shot and British ships torpedoed and his exclusion 
from the throne seems to Monsieur Leygues to be imperative. 

On the other hand with regard to succession of Crown Prince he keeps an 
open mind and would take no decision except in full accord with British 
Government. A despatch on this subject is being sent to M. Cambon? to-day. 

After speaking to me on this matter Monsieur Leygues said that he hoped 
Prime Minister would agree to receive him in about a week to ten days’ time 
as it is very important they should have a discussion on many matters 
especially the situation that has arisen owing to M. Veniselos’ downfall. 
Rumours have reached him that although new Greek Government has said 
the policy will not be changed Greek troops are likely to take matter into their 
own hands and thanks to promises of present Government when in opposition 
that immediate demobilization should take place will start demobilizing 
themselves. 

This might give rise to very grave situation owing to activities of Kemalists 
aided by Bolsheviks. 

Monsieur Leygues is evidently very anxious to have this Conference and 
Is quite ready to go to London but bearing in mind report that Prime 
Minister may be going to Geneva perhaps a meeting there might be arranged 
instead. I strongly urge that you and the Prime Minister should meet 
Monsieur Leygues. 


1 M. Leygues had succeeded M. Millerand in this position on the latter’s election as 
President of the Republic on Sept. 23, 1920. 2 French Ambassador at London. 


No. 435 
Earl Curzon to Earl Granville (Athens) 
No. 210 Telegraphic (C' 11572/343/19]' 


Urgent. Very confidential FOREIGN OFFICE, November 19, 1920, 12.5 p.m. 

Your tel. No. 288 (of Nov. 17.2 Greek situation). 

Matter is being discussed confidentially between the British and French 
Governments. An immediate pronouncement does not seem to be called for, 
and you should meanwhile refuse even to discuss question of the succession 
with the new Greek Govt. 

1 Manuscript copy only is preserved in this file. 2 No. 433. 
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No. 436 


Earl Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received November 19, 8.45 p.m.) 
No. 291 Telegraphec [C 11707/343/19] 
Very urgent ATHENS, November 19, 1920, I p.m. 


My telegram No. 288.! 

Supposing eventual decision of His Majesty’s Government is against 
Constantine there is no doubt that ebullition of feeling here will be very 
violent and I fear British subjects will run great risk. 

It would therefore seem necessary, if that decision is taken, to make 
arrangements for putting all British subjects on board ships before decision 
is made known. 

Nobody outside Greece can realise complete change of popular opinion 
which has taken place (partly no doubt from motives of fear) and almost 
insane enthusiasm at this moment for Constantine. 

I beg therefore for at least three or four days’ notice before any public 
announcement or official communication is made. 


1 No. 433. 


No. 437 
Earl Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received November 29) 


No. 444 [C 12368/343/19] 


ATHENS, November 19, 1920 
My Lord, 

I must express my deep regret at having furnished Your Lordship with 
such mistaken reports as to the probable result of the General Election in 
Greece; my only consolation is that I am in good company, as Mr. Venizelos 
himself, the whole of his Government, and, in fact, of his party, and certainly 
most at least of my colleagues, were absolutely convinced of a sweeping 
victory. On my return to Athens, ten days ago, everybody told me the same 
thing with the sole exception of Mr. Hudson! whose solitary opinion, I am 
sorry to say, I brushed aside. 

Monsieur Negroponte, the Minister of Finance and Acting Minister for 
Foreign Affairs, asked me on Saturday? if it would amuse me to come to his 
house on Sunday evening when the results would be coming in; I went, 
and when he greeted me with the news that things were not going well I 
thought at first he was joking. Later on I went to a small evening party and 
my news was equally listened to at first with laughter and disbelief. 

The Venizelist organization for the elections was incredibly bad and slack; 
they were all so convinced of an easy victory that they took no trouble and 


! Mr. R. S. Hudson, Second Secretary in H.M. Legation at Athens. 
2 Nov. 13. 
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no precautions. The Royalists, on the other hand, were magnificently 
organised and resorted to every sort of trick. In Greece the Managing 
Committees at the various polling booths are selected by lot, and it so hap- 
pened—whether by pure chance or by skilful management—that most of 
the Committees, in Athens at all events, were entirely Royalists: when 
Venizelists came in to vote extraordinary difficulty was made in finding their 
names; the doors were packed with Royalists so that Venizelists could not 
get through, and I am credibly informed that Royalist voters were each given 
several balls to vote with. Whether it is really true that a large majority 
could have been secured in Athens if proper precautions had been taken I 
cannot say, but anyhow, although the same slackness may have existed else- 
where, it can hardly be sufficient to account for the immense turnover. 
Monsieur Venizelos himself in any case did not think so. He accepted the 
result of the elections without hesitation as a definite decision of the Greek 
people against him and, even when the idea was current in Venizelist circles 
that the votes from the Front would change the situation, he declared that 
that would not influence his decision to accept the decision of the people at 
home and to retire at once. 

Many of his friends tried very hard to persuade him to remain in Office 
until the Chamber actually met, and there was a very general feeling among 
my colleagues that he ought to do this, and that to hand over the Govern- 
ment at once and himself to leave the country was running away and leaving 
his friends unprotected to face the dangers of the situation. I spoke to him 
myself more or less in this sense: I said that he was a far better judge than I 
could be, but that I feared, apart from the accusation which would certainly 
be made against him of bolting, that the disappearance of his restraining 
influence might lead to some of his followers, and especially of officers, 
making trouble and leading to civil war. He assured me that he had fully 
considered this point and that he was convinced that his presence was a far 
greater incitement to violence than his absence would be. I am inclined to 
think that events have proved that he was right. His departure on Wednes- 
day resulted in all the Venizelists disappearing from view so that the Royalist 
mob, who promptly developed the maddest enthusiasm, met with no provo- 
cation of any sort and very little, if any, harm was done. 

All the political prisoners were at once released from the prisons and were 
escorted round and round the town by a yelling mob who, in accordance 
with the charming Greek custom, never ceased firing revolvers and rifles into 
the air. This continued until about 2 o’clock in the morning and at intervals 
most of the next day. To-day, I am thankful to say, things seem to be quiet- 
ing down; soldiers are patrolling the streets and one may hope that law and 
order are again in force. An attack was made yesterday morning on the 
house of Madame Politis, the wife of the Minister for Foreign Affairs, who left 
a few days ago for Geneva; some windows were broken but nothing more 
serious happened. I have not heard of any other definite attacks on the 
houses or persons of Venizelists. Two or three men have taken refuge in a 
British ship in Piraeus harbour; as this ship is not due to sail until next 
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Tuesday? I have arranged that they should be taken on board H.M.S. 
‘Concord’ meanwhile. I have hinted to Captains of British ships through 
His Majesty’s Consul that refuge should be given to people really in danger 
of their lives but I have taken every precaution to avoid this being generally 
known. 

On Wednesday evening Monsieur Mercouris, son of the former Royalist 
Mayor of Athens and one of the new deputies, came to me to say that he had 
just received a telegram from friends in Crete to the effect that an attack was 
to be made on the prison there and the political prisoners, including his 
father, massacred. I telegraphed at once to His Majesty’s Vice Consul at 
Canea to do everything in his power to prevent this and to point out the 
obvious disastrous results. Mr. Dawkins has telegraphed to me that he con- 
siders all danger now past, and one of the Athens papers announced this 
morning that an attempt had been made on the prison but that the inter- 
vention of the British Consul had fortunately saved the situation. I have not 
yet heard from Mr. Dawkins what he actually did but I think he evidently 
deserves great credit. 

Monsieur Venizelos embarked in the yacht ‘Narcissus’ at Piraeus at about 
2 o'clock on Wednesday and I understand that several Ministers and others 
accompanied him. A cutter from H.M.S. ‘Concord’ was standing by to give 
moral protection if required, but Admiral Hope and I had agreed that he 
could not employ force in the harbour. Fortunately his intervention was not 
needed. H.M.S. ‘Centaur’ was waiting outside the harbour and accom- 
panied the ‘Narcissus’ to sea. Some of the Royalist papers have made 
sarcastic remarks about Monsieur Venizelos, who was brought to Athens in 
1917 in a foreign ship, not being able even to leave the country without 
foreign protection, but I do not think anybody blames us for giving him that 
protection even though I do not think it was really required. 

The new Government appear to have felt some hesitation in accepting 
Office at the hands of Admiral Condouriotis* whom, they said, they did not 
recognize as a lawful Regent; they had however the sense to accept him as a 
de facto authority, and, as soon as they had taken Office, they made him resign 
and appointed Queen Olga as Regent in his place. 

Yesterday morning the Heads of Missions received a Circular signed by 
Monsieur Rhallys informing us of the composition of the Government. In 
the afternoon we received a curt note addressed to the Legations by the 
Ministry for Foreign Affairs saying that the Minister had fixed today at 
11 o'clock for his reception day. I did not think this a very happy way of 
inviting us to call upon him but it did not occur to me to make any objection 
as it was obviously desirable for us to be in relations with him as soon as 
possible. My French and Serbian colleagues however considered that we 
could not accept this form of invitation, and Mr. Balougdjitch went to the 
Ministry with the intention of seeing some permanent official and getting the 
matter put right. By accident he was ushered into Monsieur Rhallys himself 


3 Nov. 23. 
* Admiral Condouriotis had been elected Regent of Greece on Oct. 28. 
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who begged him to explain to his colleagues that no sort of offence had been 
intended and to express the hope that we should come today. There was 
something rather comic in the fact of [? that] the Serbian Minister, who is 
much the most intransigeant [szc] Allied Minister here and who would 
really have liked to refuse to enter into relations with the new Government 
at all, should have been the first to have a perfectly friendly interview with 
the President of the Council. | 

Monsieur Rhallys received me this morning with the greatest courtesy, 
made the usual declarations of his desire to work with me on the friendliest 
terms, and begged me to telephone at any time if I wished to discuss any 
subject with him. He told me that Queen Olga had commanded him to tell 
me that I should receive the warmest welcome from Her Majesty. The 
question of the succession was never referred to. The French and Serbian 
Ministers told Monsieur Rhallys that they had received no instructions from 
their Governments and that anything they said therefore was purely personal 
and must not be taken as committing their Governments in any way. 
Monsieur Rhallys said he would be glad to hear their personal views, upon 
which they seem to have spoken to him with the greatest frankness and made 
themselves thoroughly unpleasant. Monsieur de Billy assures me that the 
conversation left them on perfectly good terms but I can hardly believe this 
in view of the well-known violence of Monsieur Rhallys’ temper. 

Monsieur Venizelos himself ascribes his defeat to his having asked too 
much of the Greeks and thinks that it was only the prolonged mobilization 
which caused the revulsion of feeling against him. He begged me to explain 
this to His Majesty’s Government and to urge that the Greek people could 
not justly be blamed; he argued that if Mr. Lloyd George had found it 
necessary to keep the United Kingdom fully mobilised for even, say, six 
months after the Armistice, he would very likely have been defeated and 
turned out of Office. 

I think myself that the prolonged mobilization had no doubt something 
to do with it, but there was a great deal more. Monsieur Venizelos’ pro- 
longed absence from the country left too free a hand to his lieutenants and 
followers, many of whom have undoubtedly behaved extremely badly. 
Besides this there has no doubt always existed, amongst the lower classes at 
all events, a considerable feeling of affection for King Constantine—not 
strong enough in itself to be loudly expressed or to lead to any results—but 
the death of King Alexander was almost certainly looked upon as a sign from 
Heaven and when the Election was declared to be chiefly on the question, 
Constantine or Venizelos, people plumped for the former. I hear constant 
stories from every sort of source that the one desire of the normal Greek is to 
have both Constantine and Venizelos: this seems difficult of achievement 
and I cannot say how far it is even true that it is seriously desired. 

Many people declare that if we and the French said definitely that we will 
not accept King Constantine’s return, that would be the end of the matter 
and he would not come. I do not believe this. At the present moment I 
regard it as certain that he will come, and that very shortly. I gathered that 
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he will probably at once proceed to the Front where his presence will un- 
doubtedly have a most excellent effect on the Greek troops. A few months 
hence when the people have found that prices have not gone down and that 
their lives are not happier a complete revulsion of feeling may possibly again 


occur. 
I have, &c., 


GRANVILLE 


No. 438 


Record of a Conversation between Sir E. Crowe and M. Cambon, 
November 19, 1920 


[C 11940/343/19] 


M. Cambon called today and read to me a telegram from M. Leygues on 
the subject of the Greek succession. He could not leave me a copy but 
promised to send a paraphrased summary tonight. In substance M. Leygues’ 
message was this: 

The French government are more than ever confirmed in their conviction 
that the closest cooperation between them and the British government is 
essential in view of the dangerous situation created by the disappearance of 
M. Venizelos on the one hand and the apparent alliance between Mustapha 
Kemal and the Bolsheviks.! 

M. Leygues hopes to discuss the whole situation with British Ministers 
personally at an early date. 

Meanwhile the French govt. consider it important that a joint Franco- 
British declaration should be issued at once, or with the least possible delay, 
to the effect that the two governments will in no case allow the return of the 
ex-King Constantine to the throne of Greece. M. Leygues begged that Lord 
Curzon would draft the text of such a declaration for consideration by the 
two allied governments. So soon as these had agreed upon the text, the 
Italian government should be asked to associate themselves with the de- 
claration. 

M. Leygues went on to say that he had an open mind as to allowing King 
Constantine’s eldest son to mount the throne. This might prove the best 
solution, especially since M. Venizelos had, it appeared, himself advised 
Mons. Gounaris to adopt it. But this question could wait until M. Leygues 
came over for the personal conference. 

I asked M. Cambon what exactly his government had in mind as regards 
the form and nature of the proposed declaration. Was it intended to address 
it to somebody, or to launch it in the air simply as a manifesto, publish it in 
‘The Times’, or deliver it in parliament? 

M. Cambon did not know. He admitted that the question of form was 
important. Pending a decision on this point, however, perhaps the drafting 
of the document could be proceeded with? 


t Cf. below Nos. 605, n. 2, 606, and 608. 
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I promised to submit the suggestion to the Secretary of State. Since, how- 
ever, M. Cambon desired, in the meantime, to have my own personal 
opinion, I said that the launching of the declaration was so grave a matter 
and involved such far-reaching consequences that I thought it would require 
the most careful consideration of all the issues at stake and therefore might 
be held to be one of the very things to be discussed in all its bearings between 
the responsible Ministers. It seemed to me essential to avoid putting our- 
selves in the position of first categorically ‘refusing to consent’ to a thing 
which might after all be accomplished against our will. Supposing France 
and Great Britain declared they would not recognize King Constantine, and 
supposing nevertheless he reascended his throne as the result of a plebiscite? 
Should we indefinitely sever political relations with Greece in consequence? 

It would perhaps be more prudent merely to recall the circumstances in 
which the allied governments had insisted on King Constantine vacating his 
throne and to declare that for the same reasons they remained opposed to 
his return and that if he should nevertheless be reinstalled, the allied govern- 
ments would withhold their countenance and support to Greece in claiming 
or upholding the advantages which they had agreed to confer or see conferred 
upon her under the treaty of peace with Turkey. 

But, as I pointed out to M. Cambon, such a threat would assuredly have 
the most violent repercussions not only in Asia Minor, but probably also in 
Thrace. Are we prepared to countenance a Bulgarian or Turkish attack on 
the Greeks in Thrace? Are we willing to invite a Greek massacre in Smyrna? 

All these things required consideration in drawing up a declaration 
threatening Greece with the withdrawal of allied support. 

Again: I did not like to commit myself to any opinion as to the chances of 
King Constantine abandoning his candidature in face of open allied opposi- 
tion. But one thing seemed clear: whatever chances there were, would be 
greatly enhanced if the Greek electorate were made to understand that the 
opposition did not extend to the Greek Crown Prince. It was therefore a 
question whether whatever form the declaration took, it should not at once 
announce that the Allies would accept the Crown Prince. This was another 
argument for not hurrying out a declaration dealing with one point only of 
a big programme. 

M. Cambon said he would think over what I had stated and refer again to 


his government.? 
E. A. G. 


2 Lord Curzon commented as follows: 

‘I think that Sir E. Crowe’s caution was well justified. 

“There is one party that says “Break with the Greeks. Throw them over in Thrace and 
Smyrna. Make friends with Mr. Kemal. Tear up the Treaty and make a new one based on 
a relatively powerful and contented Turkey.”’ But can wedo this at this date, and supposing 
that Constantine is invited back to the throne by the Greeks and as regards his foreign 
policy is more Venizelist than Venizelos and is supported by his troops, he then becomes— 
No paper _ I cannot go on. C.’ 
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No. 439 
Memorandum on the Greek Situation by Mr. Nicolson: 


[C 13172/343/19] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, November 20, 1920 


The present paper furnishes an indication of the alternative policies, 
ranging from complete abstention to drastic intervention, which now offer 
themselves to the French and British Governments. In Annex A? 1s given, for 
purposes of convenience, a statement of the reasons for which the Powers 
originally expelled King Constantine from Greece. Annex B furnishes a short 
list of the means of pressure which the Powers can exercise. The following 
secondary considerations should perhaps be noted at the outset :— 


(1) Under the Treaties of London of 1830 and 1863 France, Great Britain 
and Russia ‘guaranteed’ Greece as a ‘Monarchical, independent and consti- 
tutional state’.3 These responsibilities were renounced in the preamble to 
the Greek Minorities Treaty signed at Sévres on August roth last. 

This latter Treaty has, however, not been ratified; if it is considered 
desirable the original guarantee could thus be claimed as being still valid. 

(2) King Constantine has never renounced his right to the throne, nor has 
the Crown Prince. In M. Jonnart’s ultimatum’ the King was asked to 
abdicate, but the reply merely stated that he ‘consented to leave Greece’. 
This reply was at the time accepted as sufficient. 

(3) M. Jonnart, the Allied High Commissioner, appears to have given 
some verbal assurance that the King would doubtless be allowed to return 
to Greece after the war if the Greek people so desired. This assurance can 
presumably be ignored, and was in any case given before the publication of 
the Greek white books® and the evidence therein contained of King Con- 
stantine’s duplicity. 

(4) H.M. Government for their part have not actually pledged themselves 
to forbid the return of King Constantine. All they have said is (Mr. Harms- 
worth. House of Commons. July 8) that ‘H.M. Government would be 
unwilling to recognise him as the head of a friendly and allied State’.’ 

In other words if King Constantine returns, Greece ceases to be either a 
friend or an ally. 

(5) Neither the Turkish Treaty, nor that providing for the transference 
of Western Thrace, has been ratified. Greece is thus not yet in legal posses- 
sion of any of the territories secured to her by those treaties. 


1 A member of the Central European and Persia Department of the Foreign Office. 

2 Not printed. 

3 For the texts of these Treaties see B.F.S.P., vol. 17, pp. 191-5, and vol. 53, pp. 19-24, 
respectively. 4 See ibid., vol. 113, pp. 471-3. 

5’ M. Jonnart, High Commissioner of the Protecting Powers in Greece, had on June 10, 
1917, presented the Greek Government with an ultimatum demanding King Constantine’s 
abdication. 

6 i.e. Documents diplomatiques 1913-1917 and Supplément, published at Athens in 1917. 

7 See 131 H.C. Deb. 5 s., col. 1691. 


514 


(6) Greek opinion is likely bitterly to resent any interference. This resent- 
ment may take the form of massacres of Venizelists and possibly of attacks 
on Allied subjects. This may lead to our being forced in any case to take 
drastic action against Greece. 

Subject to these considerations the alternative policies appear to be as 
follows :— 


I. Complete abstention from interference, and support of new régime: i.e. allow King 
Constantine to return and continue to treat Greece as an ally. 


Advantages. (a) We should avoid incurring the odium of interfering with 
the internal affairs of a small country and violating the principle of self- 
determination. 

(b) Weshould secure a united Greece, and settle the Constantinist question 
once and for all. 

(c) We should avoid a sudden collapse of the Greek exchange with its 
attendant heavy loss to British trade. 

(d) We should, outwardly at least, maintain our position in Greece, since 
the new régime would be obliged to continue the foreign policy of M. Veni- 
zelos. 


Disadvantages. 


(a) We should be violating the spirit, if not the letter, of our public state- 
ments on the subject. 

(b) The triumph of our avowed enemy would seriously affect our prestige 
in the Near East. 

(c) We should be guilty of a cynical abandonment of M. Venizelos. 

(d) We should be assuming responsibility for supporting an untrust- 
worthy and corrupt government whose policy is likely to lead to disaster. 

(e) The new Greek Government are pledged to demobilisation. If this 
is carried out and leads to the loss of Smyrna, we shall in the eyes of the 
Greek people share the humiliation of such a collapse. 

(f/f) The French Government would be unlikely to cooperate in any such 
policy. 


II. Abstention from interference, coupled with withdrawal of all support. In other 
words, allow the ex-King to return, but cease to regard Greece as a friend or 
our ally. 


Advantages (a) We should avoid the odium of interference. 

(b) We should be freed from all responsibility for future disasters. Con- 
versely, King Constantine and his Ministers would be directly responsible 
for what happened. 


Disadvantages. (a) We should indirectly be encouraging the Turks, the Bul- 
garians and the Serbs to seize Smyrna, Eastern and Western Thrace, and 
even Salonica. 

(b) We should find ourselves in an awkward position at Constantinople 
with both sides of the Straits in ‘enemy’ hands. King Constantine is, moreover, 
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quite capable of making some fantastic combination with the Turks and Bolshe- 
viks against us.® 

(c) We should create a panic in the Greek exchange with resultant losses 
to British trade. 

(d) We should permanently destroy the fabric of the peace treaties and 
reduce Greece to the proportions of a third-class Power. The disadvantage 
of this will be apparent when, as is inevitable, M. Venizelos eventually 
returns with dictatorial powers. 


III. Refusal to permit King Constantine’s return 


The return of the ex-King cannot be prevented by force, but must be 
secured by persuasion. Such persuasion can take two forms :— 

(a) For the French and British Ministers at once to inform the new 
Greek Government in a joint note that if King Constantine returns to Greece 
the two Powers will cease to regard that country as a friend or an ally. This 
decision would be published and might affect the result of the impending 
plebiscite. 

The advantage of this course would be that we should have made our 
attitude clear from the outset and that if the plebiscite consequently went 
against King Constantine one of the main difficulties of the situation would 
have been removed. 

The disadvantage would be that the new Government would probably 
endeavour to avoid the issue. They might decide to have no plebiscite at all. 
They would certainly take all steps within their power to prevent the Allied 
decision from becoming known to the Greek electorate. They might even 
resign in order to prolong the confusion. 

(6) To make no pronouncement until the results of the plebiscite are 
known and then to inform the Greek Government that the two Powers cannot 
treat Greece as an Ally if King Constantine returns. 

The advantage of this course would be that we should thus gain several 
weeks in which to examine the situation in all its bearings, and that we 
should then be in the position to face the Greek Government with a clear and 
definite issue. 

The disadvantages would be that if, as is possible, the plebiscite is in favour 
of the King, we should definitely be opposing the expressed wish of the Greek 
people, and perpetuating the question of King Constantine. 


IV. Zo compromise by allowing the Crown Prince to return 


This alternative is likely to arise out of alternative III, and could, if desired, 
be applied either concurrently with or independently of our policy towards 
the plebiscite. It would take the form presumably of a notification, made 
either before or after the plebiscite, to the effect that the two Allied Powers 
will withdraw their support from Greece if King Constantine returns, but 
that they have no objection to the return of Prince George as King. 


8 Sir E. Crowe here wrote in the margin: ‘I doubt this. E. A. C.’ 
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The advantages of this policy would be: 


(1) We should have gained our point on the main issue and still be able 
to cooperate with the new Government and save Greece from financial and 
political disaster. 

(2) There would be nothing in the compromise which would render 
impossible the eventual return of M. Venizelos. 


The disadvantages would be:— 


(1) That the Crown Prince, in spite of his Rumanian wife, is not likely 
to be any more reliable than his father. Moreover with a Gounarist Ministry 
in power we could have no confidence in Greece, and it would be unpleasant, 
even if inevitable, to have so untrustworthy a Power in occupation of 
Gallipoli. 

(2) That the Crown Prince is not a popular figure in Greece and that the 
new régime would be extremely weak and disorganised. 

(3) That if King Constantine remains in exile his legend will be per- 
petuated, and he will be freed from all the odium or responsibility of possible 
disasters. 

(4) That if we are to support the new régime at the price of Constantine’s 
abdication, we shall presumably have to ratify the treaties and thereby 
become morally responsible for their maintenance. This will be difficult 
if the new Government insist on early demobilisation. It is necessary also to 
consider our attitude in the event of the Greek Government rejecting this 
compromise and insisting on the return of King Constantine. 

In such an event should we (1) force the compromise upon them by means 
of a pacific blockade, etc. (2) drop the compromise, and revert to Alternative 
II discussed above? 


V. Drastic intervention leading to the return of M. Venizelos 


It might be possible by exercising vigorous pressure to secure the appoint- 
ment of a dictator (M. Sterghiades, General Paraskevopoulos, or Admiral 
Condouriotis) and to bring about a short military interregnum during which 
new elections could be prepared. The return of M. Venizelos would then 
become inevitable. 

This course may become necessary if the new régime is forced by public 
opinion into a position of avowed hostility towards the Allies. At present, 
however, the disadvantages of taking so drastic a course are too obvious to 


require enumeration. 
HarRO.Lp NICOLSON? 


® Sir E. Crowe minuted: ‘I add to Mr. Nicolson’s useful memorandum, a minute 
making my own suggestions, ...’ This minute is printed as an addendum to this document. 
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ANNEX B 
Methods of exerting pressure upon Greece (other than military or naval) 


I. Moral Pressure 


(1) Statement that Greece is no longer an Ally. 
(2) Withdrawal of British and French Ministers. 
(3) Withdrawal of British Naval and Police Missions. 


II. Financial Pressure 


(1) The Greek Finances are controlled by the International Financial 
Commission at Athens, whose concurrence has to be obtained for the 
issue of fiduciary currency. The Greek Government are anxious to 
issue further paper money and we can refuse our consent. 

(2) The question of the basis on which Greece is to share in reparations 
is still pending, and a withdrawal of British and French support would 
seriously prejudice their case. 

(3) The French Government for their part can prevent Greek loans from 
being quoted on the Paris bourse. 


III. Economic Pressure 


Apart from the imposition of an actual blockade, Greece is dependent on 
us for steam-coal and other raw materials and would suffer seriously if these 
supplies were stopped. We are also the largest buyers of Greek currants and 
a prohibition of import would seriously and quickly affect Greek opinion. 


IV. Political Pressure 


(1) We have not ratified the Turkish or Thracian treaties and can refuse 
to do so. Greece will then stand to lose all she gained from the War. 

(2) Greece will still require our support in regard to Southern Albania, 
where she is claiming a large increase of territory. This support can 
now be refused. 


ADDENDUM 
Minute dated November 20 by Str Eyre Crowe® 


The recent catastrophe must warn us not to dogmatize too assuredly as to 
the actual situation. Nevertheless an estimation of the situation has to be 
formed if a policy is to be decided upon. 

1. I take it to be shown by the Greek elections and the reports which have 
reached us from all quarters, that the country is practically unanimous in 
desiring the return of the ex-King Constantine. 

2. It is inherently improbable that even a Constantinist régime would 
wish to make a change in the foreign policy so triumphantly pursued by 
M. Venizelos. The Greek government will no doubt continue to claim all the 
benefits conferred on Greece by the treaty of Sévres. This can only be done 
by remaining in line with Great Britain and France. Even the most lively 
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flirtation with Italy could not serve to dispense Greece from leaning on the 
two Western Great Powers. 

3. There is no country which is so open to pressure by England and 
France as Greece. Greece is therefore peculiarly dependent on a good 
understanding with the two Great Powers. 

This being the situation it seems to me both dangerous and useless to pro- 
claim that England and France will not have the return of Constantine. For 
I do not see how we can effectively prevent it if the Greek people desire it; 
and it cannot be good policy to say that we will not let Greece do a certain 
thing, and then be met by the /fait-accompli that she has done it. 

If we had any reliable information to show that Constantine would be 
discarded if it were made clear that England and France would accept the 
Crown Prince, then I should advocate making such a declaration. But our 
information is not to this effect. 

I see grave objections to threatening Greece with the withdrawal of all 
allied support if Constantine returns. This would be bound to lead to 
Turkish and probably Bulgarian attacks on Greece all along the line, from 
Smyrna to Salonika. We have everything to gain from maintaining Greece 
in Western and Eastern Thrace at least. Nor would it be desirable from the 
British point of view, if the Dodecanese were to revert to Italy as the result 
of the collapse of the whole treaty. 

It is undoubtedly unpleasant to have to put up with the return of Con- 
stantine. His secret and open dealings with our enemies during the war 
cannot be forgotten. 

My view would be not to intervene in the projected plebiscite, but to make 
declarations in the British parliament and in the French Chambers to the 
effect that the conduct of Constantine during the war (specifying his mis- 
deeds) precludes the British and French governments from extending to a 
Greece ruled over by him the confidence which has inspired their policy so 
long as Greece was a loyal ally and her government in the hands of proved 
and trusted friends. It is however for Greece herself to cho[o]se her sovereign, 
The attitude which England and France will adopt towards a Constantinist 
Greece will entirely depend upon the policy she will follow, but it will 
obviously require time and unswervingly straightforward conduct as well 
as wise and effective government on the part of the new régime if it is to 
recover in any measure the confidence and friendship which the two allied 
governments (or three, if Italy joins in) have felt justified in extending to 
Greece hitherto. 

E. A. CG, 
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No. 440 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Lindsay! (Paris) 
No. 3809 [C' 11968/343/19] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, November 22, 1920 
Sir, 

M. Cambon, having asked to see me this afternoon in order to deliver a 
message from M. Leygues, called on me at the Foreign Office. 

The suggestion of the French Prime Minister was that a declaration should 
at once be made in the House of Commons in London and in the Chambre 
des Députés in Paris that, if King Constantine were recalled by the national 
vote in Greece to the Throne of that country, he would not be recognised 
either by France or by England. This suggestion was based, the French 
communication went on to say, not only on general political grounds arising 
out of the hostile and disloyal attitude of King Constantine against the Allies 
and in favour of Germany in the course of the war, but also on the Treaties 
of 1832, 1863, and 1864,? which the French Government contended were still 
in effective existence pending the ratification of subsequent conventions. 

I immediately told M. Cambon that, while not wishing to strike out a line 
of policy of our own independently of the French Government, or to sever 
ourselves from that common action with them, which indeed both Govern- 
ments must maintain, I yet thought that it would be not only premature but 
unwise to make any immediate declaration of the kind proposed. M. Leygues 
himself was not to arrive here till next Sunday (November 28). M. Berthelot, 
who was to be his precursor, would not be available for conversations till 
Friday. In these circumstances, was it desirable to prejudge the result of our 
conferences by a step of this serious nature? Surely, I argued, the matter 
required a good deal more consideration in its reference, not merely to the 
personality or deserts of King Constantine, as to which we were entirely 
agreed, but to the much wider issues created by the Treaty with Turkey, 
and to the effect that any precipitate action would have upon the future of 
that instrument. Let us suppose that a pronouncement of the character 
suggested were made. Did the French Government think that it would have 
any effect upon the Greek electorate, or that it would induce them to desist 
from calling King Constantine back to the Throne? On the contrary, all the 
evidence at our disposal led me to think that the enthusiasm in favour of the 
ex-King was growing; that his recall would be regarded as a matter of 
national honour; and that, whatever we said about subsequent recognition 
or non-recognition, he would, unless he himself decided to the contrary, re- 


1 Minister in H.M. Embassy at Paris. 

2 For the texts of the Treaties of 1832 and 1864 see B.F.S.P., vol. 19, pp. 33-41, and 
vol. 54, pp. 11-16, respectively; for the Treaty of 1863 see No. 439, n. 3. 

3 M. Leygues’ suggestion had already been communicated to Sir E. Crowe in a letter of 
Nov. 21 from M. Cambon (not printed), and in forwarding this letter to Lord Curzon 
Sir E. Crowe had raised many of the doubts expressed by Lord Curzon in his interview 
with the French Ambassador. 
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appear upon the scene. Nothing could prevent him now, or at any time in 
the future, from voyaging back to Greece. He had merely to get into a ship 
or an aeroplane, and presently he would be at the Pirzus, with a delirious 
reception awaiting him in Athens. Was it politic or desirable that the two 
great guaranteeing Powers should expose themselves to this preliminary 
rebuff at the hands of the ex-King and the Hellenic people? Moreover, 
although I did not wish to lay stress upon this argument, I was bound to 
mention to M. Cambon that our Minister in Athens had represented to us 
that, in the event of such a hostile step being taken by the British Govern- 
ment, the lives of British subjects in Athens would be in grave danger, and 
they would have to be conveyed on shipboard and carried away, in order to 
escape serious attack and possible massacre.‘ If, upon consideration, the two 
Great Powers decided not to accept Constantine as King, it would be open 
to them to do so after the plebiscite as easily as before; and we should not 
expose ourselves to the risk of having a General Election in Greece fought on 
the issue of our action. 

There was, I went on to say, another consequence of a pronouncement at 
this stage, to which I attached even greater importance. If we decided not 
to recognise King Constantine in any circumstances, what would this mean? 
Were we going deliberately to disinterest ourselves from whatever might 
happen in Greece? If we quarrelled with the Greek Government and openly 
dissociated ourselves from them, would not this be regarded as an intimation 
to the world that, so far as Greece was concerned, the Treaty with Turkey 
had been abandoned, and that we were no longer interested in its mainten- 
ance; and would not every one begin to scramble for those territories which, 
under the existing arrangement, were to have gone to Greece? Would not 
Bulgaria at once cast her eyes upon Thrace; would not Mustapha Kemal 
organise a campaign against Smyrna; and would not the Italian Government 
find an excellent excuse for remaining in the Dodecanese? All of these seem 
to me to be the possible results of a too hurried decision. Surely our main 
duty was to save the Treaty if we possibly could, for no one could tell what 
might happen if we ourselves proceeded to destroy it, or if we allowed it to 
founder without making an effort to save it. 

On all these grounds I told M. Cambon that I deprecated an immediate 
announcement, and would much prefer to await the visit of M. Leygues and 
M. Berthelot. 

I added that I thought we ought to act in the manner most consonant with 
the probable future interests of M. Venizelos himself. Discomfited as he was 
for the moment, he was too strong, and probably too indispensable, a man 
to admit of final and irrevocable defeat. When one compared the person- 
alities of the two rivals, the ex-King and M. Venizelos, one could not help 
thinking that the victory would not be permanently with the former. 

In these circumstances, attractive and even justifiable as it might be to 
give a slap in the face to King Constantine at the start, I was by no means 
certain that it was in the interests of Greece herself, of M. Venizelos or of 

4 See No. 436. 
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the Entente to do so. I preferred to take a little more time to think out the 
matter. 

M. Cambon listened with great patience to my argument, the application 
of which he thoroughly understood. He admitted that the situation was so 
difficult that almost irrefutable arguments could be found against any course 
that might be proposed. He undertook to submit to his Government, without 
delay, the views I had put before him; and he hoped that, by the end of the 
week, the sky would have cleared sufficiently to admit of a common decision.5 

Iam, &c., 
CuRZON OF KEDLESTON 


5 In his telegram No. 214 of Nov. 24 to Athens (not printed) Lord Curzon informed Lord 
Granville of this conversation with M. Cambon. 


No. 441 
Mr, Russell (Berne) to Earl Curzon (Received November 24) 


No. 492 [C 12054/343/19] 
Confidential BERNE, November 22, 1920 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to report that Mr. Snow, second secretary at this 
Legation, proceeded to Lucerne on the 2oth instant with a view to ascer- 
taining, if possible, the present temper and intentions of King Constantine 
of Greece. My secretary’s arrival at Lucerne was preceded by a few hours 
by that of Admiral Mark Kerr, former chief of the British Naval Mission to 
Greece. 

In the course of an interview which, on arrival, my secretary sought with 
Admiral Kerr, the latter stated that his only purpose in visiting the King was 
to urge on His Majesty the necessity of a policy of reconciliation with his 
former opponents. The attitude taken by the Admiral was that the convinced 
supporters of Monsieur Venizelos were very few in number and that the rest 
of the party had been merely sitting on the fence, and were now certain, if a 
show of reconciliation were made, to come down on the King’s side: those 
left over would be so few in number that they could be neglected as a factor 
in practical politics. Admiral Mark Kerr, as Your Lordship will be aware, 
entertains almost fanatically friendly sentiments for the ex-King of Greece: 
in his conversation with my secretary he constantly alluded to Monsieur 
Venizelos in terms of rancour, relating sundry stories of the difficulties he 
had had as chief of the Naval Mission with Monsieur Venizelos as his Civil 
Lord. 

Admiral Kerr had already had interviews with King Constantine, Mon- 
sieur Streit,2 and Captain Paparigopoulos, the King’s naval aide-de-camp, 


t The Hon. T. W. O. V. Russell, H.M. Minister at Berne. 
2 Dr. G. Streit, a former Greek Minister for Foreign Affairs and a companion of ex-King 
Constantine in his exile. 
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and he informed my secretary that he had been listened to with much atten- 
tion. He had undertaken to promote in England a campaign of propaganda 
in favour of the ex-King, and had already enlisted the support of the ‘Morn- 
ing Post’ newspaper to that end. He had assured the King that much could 
be done to rally the British people to an attitude of sympathy with His 
Majesty. | 

My secretary was somewhat dismayed to think that at such an hour the 
ex-King should be receiving such counsels from a British source. He there- 
fore sought the opportunity of an interview with Monsieur Streit and put 
before the latter another point of view, being careful first to make plain that 
he was merely offering a series of personal observations based on such know- 
ledge of Greek conditions as he had managed to acquire during former 
residence in the country. 

Mr. Snow urged that the calamitous feature of Greek public life was the 
unbridgeable gap which had so far divided the best men on the respective 
sides: the country could never prosper under conditions which ensured the 
permanent sacrifice of the best talent on one side or the other. It was not the 
present attitude of sitters on the fence that was important: they might come 
down on the King’s side this time, they would certainly desert him again so 
soon as the opportunity presented itself. The important thing for Greece was 
to conciliate not the doubtful Venizelists, but the best ones, above all, 
Monsieur Venizelos himself. Suppose, my secretary argued, that King 
Constantine were to return to Greece and that Monsieur Venizelos were to 
remain at Paris. The King would in all probability be confronted abroad 
with an accumulating mass of difficulties: with what confidence could he 
look to the Allies for any support in meeting these? Indeed, to whom could 
Greece look for benefits, if she rewarded her benefactors in such a way? 
Could it be imagined that the best propaganda in the world would induce 
the British Parliament, while Monsieur Venizelos remained aloof, to vote 
the support of King Constantine in Asia Minor or elsewhere? The King’s 
difficulties would increase, and the day would be bound to arrive when the 
Greek people would recall Monsieur Venizelos and his friends, and Greece 
might again behald [stc] the melancholy spectacle of another exodus of her 
best talent, in the shape this time of the chiefs of King Constantine’s party. 

Monsieur Streit, in replying, spoke of Monsieur Venizelos, both on his 
own behalf and on that of the ex-King, with a surprising? lack of bitterness, 
and said that the King was anxious to do everything possible to conciliate 
the ex-Minister, and indeed had already made efforts to that end which, 
however, had been rejected. The main difficulty was to be anticipated from 
Monsieur Venizelos himself, whose departure from the country the King 
deeply regretted. Monsieur Streit added that the ‘Greek people’ had been 
much hurt by the fact that this departure had taken place under British 
escort. With a view to testing the genuineness of Monsieur Streit’s senti- 
ments, my secretary then suggested that it might be possible, by way of 


3 Sir E. Crowe underlined this word and wrote in the margin: ‘Not at all surprising. 
Both the ex-King and Mr Streit are known for their double-tonguedness. E. A. C.’ 
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conciliation, for the Greek Government to entrust Monsieur Venizelos with 
some kind of permanent mission on their behalf at Geneva. Monsieur Streit, 
instead of rejecting this proposal, which my secretary was careful to explain 
was a purely personal one, seemed struck with it and promised that the King 
would carefully examine it. It would however be necessary first to have the 
opinion of the Cabinet at Athens. 

In taking leave of Monsieur Streit, my secretary warned him that he 
should clearly realise that Admiral Mark Kerr’s view of the Greek situation 
was peculiar to himself and was probably not shared by a single other person 
in Great Britain. 

I have, &c., 
(for His Majesty’s Minister), 
Tuomas M. SNow 


No. 442 


Earl Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received November 25, 11.55 a.m.) 
No. 302 Telegraphic [C 12174/343/19] 


ATHENS, November 23, 1920, 7 p.m. 


Sir Louis Jackson, representative of Messrs. McAlpine has been received 
by President of Council and by Monsieur Gounaris with reference to tenders 
for port of Pireaus [sic]. Both Ministers most civil and encouraging; Monsieur 
Gounaris talked to him for an hour on question of relations with England 
and return of King Constantine and asked him to take a personal message 
to Mr. Lloyd George suggesting a meeting. Sir L. Jackson refrained from 
expressing any opinion but promised to deliver message if he saw Prime 
Minister on arrival in London. 

One cannot help regarding subdued professions of friendship and desire 
to please us as somewhat vitiated by appointment of such a notorious man 
as General Papoulos as Commander-in-Chief.! 

My French colleague pointed this out to President of Council who replied 
that situation at the front was so uncertain that they were obliged to appoint 
very best man they had. 

Plebiscite can I fear hardly be taken seriously: prominent Veniselists 

. .2 staunchest and most courageous of their friends will abstain and that 
not a single vote will be given against King Constantine. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


1 General Papoulos had been exiled for his loyalty to King Constantine. 
2 The text is here uncertain. 
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No. 443 


Earl Curzon to Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) 
Unnumbered Telegraphic [Confidential/General/ 363/17] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, November 24, 1920, 2.30 p.m. 


Please give the following message to the President of the Council from the 
Prime Minister: 

(Begins). I entirely agree’ as to the importance of discussing as soon as 
possible new Eastern situation. French Government were anxious for ex- 
change of views about Greek situation and other matters and an informal 
discussion had been arranged here for Sunday.? It would be immense 
advantage if you or Foreign Secretary could also come to this Conference, 
and I earnestly hope, in view of immense importance of an early decision, 
that you may find it in your power to do so. If it is impossible for either of 
you to be here by Sunday, we will propose that Conference should be post- 
poned for a few days. (Ends.) 

Please let me know as soon as possible if Italian representative will attend 
and, if so, what day he will arrive. You will realise great urgency for holding 
Conference at the earliest possible date. 


1 In a conversation with Sir E. Crowe on Nov. 22 the Italian Ambassador at London 
had expressed his fear that the British and French Prime Ministers might, in conversation 
between themselves, reopen the whole question of the Turkish treaty: ‘He begged me’, 
recorded Sir E. Crowe, ‘to urge upon the Lord Curzon [sic] the importance of avoiding 
even the appearance of England and France settling such a question without reference 
to Italy.’ 

2 i.e. Nov. 28. 


No. 444 


Earl Curzon to Mr. Lindsay (Paris) 
Telephone message [Confidential /General/ 363/17] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, November 24, 1920, 2.40 p.m. 


Please communicate with M. Leygues immediately and say that the Prime 
Minister fears that bad effect might be created unless Italy is invited also to 
attend discussion of Greek-Turkish situation. He is therefore wiring to 
Rome asking if the Italian Government could send a representative to be 
here by Sunday.' He suggests M. Leygues should communicate to Rome in 
similar sense and, if Italians can come immediately, that date of Meeting 
should be fixed accordingly. 


t See No. 443. 


925 


No. 445 


Earl Curzon to Mr. Russell (Berne) 
Unnumbered Telegraphic [Confideniral/General/ 3963/17] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, November 24, 1920, 2.45 p.m. 


Following from Sir Maurice Hankey! for Mr. Balfour :? 

No. 9. 

Personal. 

Prime Minister is most anxious to receive personal views of Mr. Fisher? and 
yourself in regard to Greek situation and attitude we should adopt about 
ex-King Constantine. As French Prime Minister arrives London Thursday 
night* Prime Minister would like to receive telegraphic summary of views as 
well as full Memorandum to follow by bag. 


1 Secretary to the Cabinet. 

2 Mr. A. J. Balfour was Head of the British Empire Delegation to the First Assembly of the 
League of Nations. 

3 Mr. H. A. L. Fisher, a British Empire delegate to the League of Nations Assembly. 

4 Nov. 25. 


No. 446 


Earl Curzon to Mr. Lindsay (Paris) 
Telephone message [Confidential /General/ 363/17] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, November 24, 1920, 6.30 p.m. 


Please see M. Leygues at once and say that we adhere strongly to opinion 
that it is useless and will be unwise to discuss matter in absence of Italians; 
that it is in highest degree improbable that Italian Ambassador in London, 
who has already been recalled by his Government, can satisfactorily or 
authoritatively represent views of Italian Government; and accordingly that 
we Shall be grateful if M. Leygues will adhere to his own original offer to 
come on Sunday.! Any discussion before that date is likely to prove abortive. 


I Nov. 28. 


No. 447 


Mr. Lindsay (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received November 24, 8 p.m.) 
Telephone message [Confidential /General/ 363/17] 


PARIS, November 24, 1920 


I have seen the President of the Council and Berthelot together. Former 
says he has made all arrangements for Parliamentary business in view of 
starting to-morrow. It is absolutely impossible for him now to reverse them. 
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To do so would be to insult the Chamber. Moreover, to delay Meeting would 
have the worst possible effect on Anglo-French relations. It would be disas- 
trous. He entirely agreed as to the importance of Italy being present, but 
held that she might be excluded in discussion of questions affecting the 
Protecting Powers only. He has said this to the Italian Ambassador here, 
who agreed. | 

I said that this would so limit the discussion that it would be useless. 

He said that he could stay in London till Monday morning,' but under no 
circumstances a moment later. By then the Italian Government might get 
a Representative to London. He would telegraph to Rome urging that the 
Italian Ambassador here be sent. 

You must take it as absolutely certain that M. Leygues can go to London 
to-morrow, and at no other time; and that, if the visit is postponed, the effect 
here will be disastrous. 

I earnestly hope you will be able to let me know by telephone to-night that 
you agree to the French Premier starting to-morrow.? 


1 Nov. 29. 

2 The following message was telephoned to Mr. Lindsay at 10.20 p.m.: ‘We cannot very 
well prevent Monsieur Leygues starting tomorrow, but please tell him that we hope he will 
stay in London until the Italian Representative arrives, as no useful purpose can be served 
by a Conference in which the Italian Government take no part.’ For the discussions on the 
Greek situation which took place in London, Nov. 26—Dec. 4, see Vol. VIII, Chap. XIV. 


No. 448 
Mr. Russell (Berne) to Earl Curzon (Received November 24, 11 p.m.) 


No. 127 Telegraphic [C 12088/343/19] 


BERNE, November 24, 1920, 8 p.m. 


I received a visit from Monsieur Streit this afternoon who said that his 
purpose in calling was to communicate to me declaration of King Con- 
stantine which would be made semi-official in Paris to-day to French Govern- 
ment through mouth of Prince George of Greece.! 

Substance of declaration which Monsieur Streit then read to me was as 
follows: 


‘King’s point of view is identical with that of Government in Athens. Both 
King and Government desire that Greece should continue same foreign 
policy as before and should collaborate strictly and loyally with the two 
powers (Great Britain and France). King is persuaded that not only actual 
Greek Government will, but that also any Greek Government in any circum- 
stances would follow this path; nevertheless the more consideration powers 
give will... .2_ Greek people have already manifested and will again manifest 
at Plebiscite the greater the content with which Greek people will follow path 
in question. Greek people are aware that they have assumed a heavy task 


t i.e. The Crown Prince. 
2 The text is here uncertain. 
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but with a view to securing pacification of Orient, Greece believes it is possible 
for her to assume heaviest tasks in mutual interests of herself and Powers. On 
this basis the King thinks a useful discussion might be started both on question 
of detail and of general scope and that after such discussion an understanding 
with Greek Government would follow without difficulty.’ 


In promising to transmit above message to your Lordship I explained to 
Monsieur Streit that whatever attitude of His Majesty’s Government might 
be towards King Constantine in future it would take some time in my 
opinion for British people to forget his pro-German sentiments during the 
war, broken Treaty with Serbia and surrender of Greek regiments to Ger- 
mans. Streit after attempting to exonerate the King said that present bad 
impression prevailing in England and France could be easily obliterated by 
judicious propaganda. 


No. 449 


Mr, Balfour (Geneva) to Earl Curzon (Recetved November 25, 10.30 p.m.) 
No. 18 Telegraphic [C 12189/343/19] 


Very urgent GENEVA, November 25, 1920, 4.30 p.m. 


Following for Sir M. Hankey. 

Your telegram No. g.! 

Fisher and I have been discussing Tino? and we are agreed in thinking 
whilst Greeks must be allowed to manage their internal affairs without ex- 
ternal interference, the allies are not bound to give full recognition to new 
régime unless Greek Government Is prepared to express its loyal acceptance 
of policy of Peace Treaties and its firm intention not to indulge in reprisals 
against its political opponents. 

We do not feel however that our opinion is of any great value since we 
have no access to necessary sources of information. 

We hear Veniselos arrives at Nice today. Would it be worth while to find 
out what he thinks? 

1 No. 445. 2 i.e. King Constantine of Greece. 


No. 450 


Earl Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received November 26, 9.30 a.m.) 
No. 305 Telegraphic [C 12205/343/19] 


Very urgent ATHENS, November 25, 1920, 8.10 p.m. 


President of the Council called this evening and in consequence of French 
Prime Minister’s statement to Chamber in which present Greek Government 
were described as persons hostile to Entente made following declaration to 
me leaving me copy in French. 
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‘Greek Government will have as line of conduct in its relations with 
United Kingdom close solidarity which results from interests of Hellenic 
Kings! vis-a-vis Great British Empire and consequently relying on confidence 
of Greek people expressed by its last vote, engage themselves to satisfy fully 
all the obligations taken towards Government of Great Britain by preceding 
Ministry.’2 | 

Monsieur Rhallys explained to me that he had just handed to French 
Lefration similar declaration couched however in rather less definite terms 
referring to Allied Powers and not to France individually. 

I merely thanked him and promised to telegraph declaration at once. 

He asked me to say that his desire had been to go to London and make 
this declaration in person but he had realized that he would be too late as 
conference between His Majesty’s Government and French Government 
was to take place at once. He still wishes to go as soon as possible and asked 
if he might do so. 


t Mr. Nicolson here wrote ‘? Kingdom’. 
2 A letter of Nov. 29 from the Greek Minister in London confirming M. Rhallys’s state- 
ment to Lord Granville was received in the Foreign Office on Dec. 1. 


No. 451 


Mr. Keogh! (Nice) to Earl Curzon (Received November 26, 9 a.m.) 
Unnumbered Telegraphic [C 12204/343/19] 


Very urgent NICE, November 25, 1920, 9.50 p.m. 


Your telegram of November 24th.? 

Following from Sir John Stavridi.3 

Begins. 

Monsieur Veniselos only arrived tonight; will give me full views to- 
morrow. Meanwhile he says Treaty of Sévres must be saved at all cost. 

Would prefer to secure recognition of Prince George and abdication of 
Constantine, but if this is impossible, prefers recognition of Constantine on 
condition of binding himself to carry out Treaty. 

Ends. 


1 H.M. Consul at Nice. 

2 This private telegram has not been traced in Foreign Office archives. 

3 Greek Consul-General in London from 1903-16 and 1917-20. According to a minute 
by Lord Curzon dated Nov. 23 (C 11836/343/19) he had himself seen Sir John Stavridi and 
suggested his going out to Nice to obtain M. Venizelos’s views. It had been intended that 
Sir John’s journey should be private and secret. 
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No. 452 


Earl Curzon to Mr. Russell (Berne) 


No. 104 Telegraphic [C 12054/343/19]' 
Confidential FOREIGN OFFICE, November 26, 1920, 5 p.m. 


Your despatch No. 492. (Confidential, of Nov. 22.2 King Constantine) 
You should in future have no communication with King Constantine or 
his entourage without express authority. 


1 Manuscript text only is preserved in this file. 
2 No. 441. 


No. 453 


Mr. Keogh (Nice) to Earl Curzon (Received November 26, 10.30 p.m.) 
Unnumbered Telegraphic [C 12294/343/19] 


Very urgent NICE, November 26, 1920, 10.30 p.m. 


Your telegram of Nov. 24th.! 

Following from Sir John. 

Begins. 

M. Veniselos wishes me to amplify telegram of yesterday.? 

He has no confidence in promises of Constantine and believes that if 
France and England were to notify Greek Government jointly that if Con- 
stantine returns it would entail loss of confidence, friendship and support of 
Allies, Constantine would not dare to act in opposition to Allies and would 
agree to Prince George being named King. 

M. Veniselos suggests proposal being made privately to Greek Govern- 
ment and not openly to Greek people... .3 allow Allies greater freedom of 
action later if necessary and publication would encourage Turkey and 
Bulgaria and make position more difficult. It is necessary France and 
England should act in perfect harmony and show no divergence of opinion. 

If Constantine insists on return to Greece M. Veniselos would prefer such 
solution rather than acceptance of French proposal entailing annulment of 
Treaty. 

Ends. 


™ See No. 451, n. 2. 

2 No. 451. 

3 The text is here uncertain. The Foreign Office suggested inserting ‘in order to’. 

4 M. Venizelos’s views were further amplified in a record, dated Nov. 29, by Mr. Nicolson 
of a long conversation he had held that day with Commander Talbot, ‘perhaps Monsieur 
Venizelos’ most intimate friend’, who had just returned from seeing M. Venizelos at Nice. 
In this M. Venizelos was reported also to have expressed the fear that the return of the 
ex-King would lead to separatist movements in various parts of Greece. See also D. Lloyd 
_ George, The Truth about the Peace Treaties, vol. ii (London, 1938), pp. 1345-6. 
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No. 454 


Earl Curzon to Mr. Balfour (Geneva) 
No. 15 Telegraphic [C' 12384/328/19] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, November 27, 1920, 10 p.m. 


Following from Sir Maurice Hankey :— 


In reply to your numbers 26! and 28.2, War Office communicate following 
information :— 

Bulgarian Peace Treaty limits total forces to 20,000 for Army and 10,000 
gendarmes, customs’ officials and forest guards in addition to frontier guards 
not exceeding 3,000. On November 6th total number in Army was 24,367. 
Army estimates for 1921 allow for reduction to 20,915. No frontier guards 
or gendarmes are allowed for in 1921 estimates. Possibly therefore frontier 
guards are included in figure of 24,367. Bulgarian Military Authorities are 
placing certain difficulties in the way of Commission of Control and there is 
some evidence that Bulgars are understating effectives and hiding formations 
from Commission. No definite report yet available as to armaments. Bul- 
garian Air Force has been dispersed and aircraft destroyed in accordance 
with treaty. Compulsory service has not yet been abolished as required by 
treaty and Bulgarian Government states it is unable to raise even reduced 
effectives allowed by treaty by compulsory recruiting. 


1 Of Nov. 26, not preserved in Foreign Office archives. 
2 Of Nov. 27, not printed. 


No. 455 


Lord Hardinge (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received December r) 
No. 1364 Telegraphic: by bag [C 12602/328/r19) 


PARIS, November 30, 1920 
Following sent to Mr. Balfour, Geneva to-day: 
(begins) 
Your telegram to Foreign Office No. 28 of November 27th.! 
Following is state of the execution of the military and naval clauses of the 
Bulgarian Peace Treaty. 


(1) Military 

Total effectives Bulgarian army November Ist 30,895. Bulgarian Govern- 
ment about November 6th ordered liberation of men to reduce army to total 
effectives of 20,000 allowed by treaty. Compulsory service still in force 
contrary to Article 65. Paragraph 1 of Article 73 has been applied and there 
is now only one educational establishment. Inventories of armaments and 
material lying in many depots have been made. The material in Bulgaria 


1 Not printed. Cf. No. 454. 
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is practically all collected at Sofia, Phillipopolis and Shumla and some 
depots. The handing over and distribution of it should therefore be simple 
when it is finally decided what is to become of it. The Bulgarian Govern- 
ment have handed over 10,000 rifles and 20,000,000 rounds of ammunition 
which have been sent to Georgia and Armenia. It is alleged that Labour 
Battalions recently set up by Bulgarian Government are so organised as to 
give them a military character and thus constitutes [szc] a violation of the 
treaty stipulations limiting size of the army. Matter is being enquired into 
by the Conference of Ambassadors. 
Further report follows by bag.? 


(2) Naval 


The execution of Article 83 which is the fundamental naval Article of the 
Treaty is being hampered by the Bulgarian Government who continue to 
raise objections. They claim the right under this Article to build a navy of 
any size they like and to maintain for police work on the coast and in the ports 
a naval corps recruited on a compulsory service basis. The first of these 
claims has been rejected by the Conference of Ambassadors and no doubt 
the second will be likewise. 

Repeated to F.O. (ends). 


2 Despatch No. 3516 of Dec. 1, not printed. 


No. 456 


Earl Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received December 1, 5 p.m.) 


No. 317 Telegraphic [C 12698/343/19] 
Very urgent ATHENS, December 1, 1920, 1.45 p.m. 


Press gives great prominence to-day to alleged conditions on which His 
Majesty’s Government would agree to return of King Constantine.'! They 
are reported briefly to be as follows :— 

1. No loan to be contracted without consent of International Financial 
Commission.? 

2. No political or military convention to be concluded without consent of 
Allies. 

3. No arrangement with Turks without same consent. 

4. Officers and officials of Germanophile activities prior to 1917 to be 
dismissed.3 


t H.M.G.’s confidential draft proposals, put forward as a basis for discussion at the 
London Conference, had been communicated without authorization to a London news- 
paper; see Vol. VIII, No. 97. 2 See No. 475, n. 2. 

3 In his immediately following telegram No. 318 of Dec. 1 Lord Granville reported that 
it was ‘generally assumed in press that fourth condition has been mutilated in transmission 
and that what His Majesty’s Government probably mean is that Veniselist officers and 
officials shall not be dismissed from their posts’. Another suggestion was that this condition 
was ‘really for show and to please French, and is not intended to be enforced’. 
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Government press, evidently acting under official inspiration, state that 
these conditions are not unacceptable the more so as policy they impose on 
Greece is similar to that which present Government have already declared 
to France and Great Britain that they will pursue. They emphasise fact that 
by consenting to return of King Constantine, His Majesty’s Government 
deny any intention to interfere in internal affairs of Greece. 

Veneselist [sic] press while admitting that conditions are less (? onerous) 
than might have been expected twit the Government with having to accept 
conditions laid down by foreign powers, whereas under Veniselos régime no 
such were considered necessary by Allies. One or two papers however 
declare that terms are tantamount to complete loss of Greek independence 
from political military economic and administrative point of view. 

‘Politia’ publishes interview with ‘prominent member of Government’ 
which is very conciliatory and urges public to remain calm in confident hope 
of satisfactory solution. 


No. 457 


Earl Curzon to Earl Granville (Athens) 
No. 218 Telegraphic [C 12799/343/19] 


Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, December 2, 1920, 8.55 p.m. 


This afternoon, at the Conference of the representatives of Great Britain, 
France, and Italy, the following declaration was agreed to, for communica- 
tion without delay to the Greek Government! :— 


“The British, French, and Italian Governments have constantly in the 
past given proof of their good-will towards the Greek people, and have 
favoured the attainment of their secular aspirations. They have therefore 
been all the more painfully surprised by the events which have just oc- 
curred in Greece. 

“They have no wish to interfere in the internal affairs of Greece. But 
they feel bound to declare publicly that the restoration to the throne of 
Greece of a King, whose disloyal attitude and conduct towards the Allies 
during the war caused them great embarrassment and loss, could only be 
regarded by them as a ratification by Greece of his hostile acts. This step 
would create a new and unfavourable situation in the relations between 
Greece and the Allies, and in that case the three Governments reserve to 
themselves complete liberty in dealing with the situation thus created.’ 


It was further agreed that the communication should be made to the 
Greek Prime Minister by the Ministers of the three Powers acting in unison. 
You should arrange this procedure with your Colleagues, and together with 
them see M. Rhallys early to-morrow morning. 


' See Vol. VIII, No. 97. 
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No. 458 


Earl Curzon to Earl Granville (Athens) 
No. 221 Telegraphic [C 12575/356/19] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, December 3, 1920, 9 p.m. 


Please at once communicate to the Greek Government the following 
decision, which was arrived at by the three Great Powers in Conference this 
afternoon! :— 

‘The British, French, and Italian Governments, having learnt that the 
Greek Government has issued without their authority notes of the National 
Bank of Greece to a further amount of 200,000,000 drachmas, make a formal 
protest against this action. Notice of the objection to this issue had been given 
and the Powers declare that they consider it a violation of the financial 
agreements binding upon Greece, as this new issue of bank notes was not 
covered, as the Greek law required, by corresponding foreign credits’. 


™ See Vol. VIII, No. 99, minute 2, and Appendix 2. 


No. 459 


Earl Curzon to Earl Granville (Athens) 
Unnumbered Telegraphic [Confidenttal/General/363/17] 


Private and confidential FOREIGN OFFICE, December 3, 1920' 


There is no objection to your intimating confidentially and unofficially 
that the best solution in our opinion would be choice of Prince George. 
Any communication to this effect should of course not be made public. 


1 No time of despatch is recorded. 


No. 460 
Earl Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received December 4, 1.30 p.m.) 


No. 319 Telegraphic [C 12942/343/19] 
Very urgent ATHENS, December 3, 1920, 11.30 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 218.! 

My French colleague and my Italian colleague only received their instruc- 
tions at 1 and 3 p.m. respectively: we were received by President of Council 
this evening at 8 p.m.: French Minister, as senior, read declaration to him 
and we each handed him a copy, mine in English, the other two in French. 
President of Council made no reply. 


1 No. 457. 
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As it was obvious we could not make our collective communication this 
morning and as your telegram was ‘en clair’, and contents would therefore 
certainly be known in Athens in the course of the day, we agreed I should call 
on President of Council this morning and inform him privately of com- 
munication we should make officially and collectively later in case he should 
think it necessary to take any precautions against possible manifestation. He 
thanked me warmly for so doing and merely said that this made situation 
much more difficult and that he must consult Cabinet. There had been a 
long Cabinet meeting after which President of Council called on Queen 
Mother and only returned just in time to receive us. 

French Minister under instructions is giving declaration to Press this 
evening. 


No. 461 
Earl Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received December 5, 11.30 a.m.) 


No. 320 Telegraphic [C 12960/343/19] 


ATHENS, December 4, 1920, 8 p.m. 

My immediately preceding telegram.! 

Press comment on note is generally moderate in tone. 

Veniselist press urges postponement of plebiscite. 

Government press say result of plebiscite is a foregone conclusion and 
explain that in demanding recall of Constantine group, people wish to show 
their love of the person of their King, while as regards the past they allege 
his conduct was maligned by Veniselists. They add that under his leadership 
they will by their acts prove to Allies their unswerving loyalty to Entente. 

I am told that first impression at the Club yesterday evening was delight 
amongst Veniselists and great depression amongst Royalists but that to-day 
the latter, presumably after reading Government newspapers, are much 
more cheerful, arguing that declaration partook of the nature of a bluff, and 
still pin their faith on Great Britain who is supposed only to have joined in 
declaration to please French. 

Text of Declaration could only appear in this morning’s papers and will 
not have had time to filter through lower classes especially in provinces in 
time for tomorrow. But I do not think it would in any case have influenced 
votes aS masses cannot really grasp the situation and extremely few now will 
dare to vote against Constantine. 

Secret ballot is, I am assured, a complete farce and every sort of pressure 
is being employed. 


™ No. 460. 
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No. 462 


Lord Hardinge (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received December 6) 
No. 1371 Telegraphic: by bag [C 13019/328/19] 
PARIS, December 4, 1920 


In the event of League of Nations deciding to admit Bulgaria to League, 
would it not be advisable to make her admission conditional on her agreeing 
to some definite scheme whereby the League will be able to carry out the 
investigations provided for in Article 104 of the treaty of Neuilly,? and which 
may become necessary at any time after the Commissions of Control have 
been withdrawn. The Aeronautical Commission of Control is already being 
wound up. 

Please compare Lord d’Abernon’s despatch No. 1158 of the 13th November 
in which he discusses the same question in regard to Germany.? 

It might also be desirable to make some similar provision in the case of 
Austria, especially if Military Commission of Control is dissolved on January 
31st before completion of its work, as suggested in your despatch No. 3703.3 

Repeated to Geneva. 


™ This Article reads: ‘So long as the present Treaty remains in force Bulgaria undertakes 
to submit to any investigation which the Council of the League of Nations by a majority 
vote may consider necessary.’ 


2 Vol. X, No. 317. 3 No. 276. 


No. 463 


Earl Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received December 6, 10.20 a.m.) 
No. 322 Telegraphic [C 12961/356/r19] 
Very urgent ATHENS, December 5, 1920, 1.15 p.m. 


French Minister received at noon yesterday telegram ‘en clair’ instructing 
him to make in conjunction with his British colleague and his Italian colleague 
official protest to Greek Government regarding issue of uncovered notes for 
200,000,000 drachmas! and to ensure publication of protest before Plebiscite. 
He telegraphed yesterday afternoon that as neither Italian Minister nor 
(? I had) received instructions he had thought it better not to act alone 
especially as publication could in any case then have only been made in 
Athens evening papers which would have reached very small proportion of 
electorate before to-day’s Plebiscite. 

Italian Minister received his instructions at eleven this morning but I have 
not yet received them. 

We all three agreed to beg our Governments to reconsider these instruc- 
tions (?:) so far as we know new notes in question have not been actually 
issued but money has been borrowed from National Bank on security of 


1 Cf. No. 458. 
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promised issue and this procedure was begun by late Government who 
confidently counted on Allies giving their consent and their example has been 
followed by present Government. Monsieur Gounaris assured Italian 
Minister last night that statement reported in last paragraph of my telegram 
No. 312? is not correct that3 present Government are still exisiting [sic] on 
remains of 200,000,000 borrowed by their predecessors. 

French and Italian Governments did actually give their consent but 
former afterwards withdrew it. Greek Government argue in note to French 
Minister that consent was withdrawn too late when face to face with accom- 
plished fact but argument is not sound as His Majesty’s Government (? never) 
gave their consent and consent should not be valid until given formally by 
Financial Commission. 

I have acted on your telegram No. 222* though my colleagues have not 
yet received their instructions. 


2 Of Nov. 27, not printed. The last paragraph ran as follows: ‘Papers announce this 
morning late Government having issued half of the 400 million present Government have 
proceeded to issue the rest’. 

3 A printed copy of this telegram here reads: ‘. . . not correct, but that present Govern- 
ment’. 

* Of Dec. 4, not printed. This had instructed Lord Granville to make a formal com- 
munication to the Greek Government of the decision of the London Conference that in the 
event of the return of ex-King Constantine to the Greek throne no further financial assis- 
tance would be given to Greece. Cf. Vol. VIII, No. 100, minute 6. 


No. 464 
Earl Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received December 6, 9.30 p.m.) 


No. 323 Telegraphic [C 13132/343/19] 
ATHENS, December 6, 1920, 2.30 p.m. 


Plebiscite passed off quietly at Athens and I have not heard of any troubles 
elsewhere. 

Results not yet complete: so far number of Noes very small but abstentions 
numerous in Athens and big towns where individual action was less con- 
trollable than in country districts. Innumerable stories of harassing and 
cheating. Soldiers voted in (? groups) in charge of officers or non-commis- 
sioned officers. It is said, but I cannot confirm, that Allied Note' had some 
effect and that some Royalists abstained. 

I am receiving many telegrams from provinces expressing devotion to 
Constantine and also to Allies all practically in the same terms and evidently 
sent by order. 

™ See No. 457. 
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No. 465 


Earl Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received December 7, 10 a.m.) 
No. 326 Telegraphic [C 13162/343/19] 


Very urgent ATHENS, December 6, 1920, 8.30 p.m. 


I met President of the Council by chance this morning in Ministry for 
Foreign Affairs and he took me to his room and talked for nearly an hour 
very amiably and unofficially. He began by asking me in enthusiastic tones 
what I thought of Plebiscite. I replied that I heard nothing but stories of 
pressure and intimidation etc. 

He, of course, denied this and cited special cases of villages where (? larger) 
percentage had voted than at general election which was not an answer. 
He talked at great length to show me how both Constantine and present 
Ministers had been maligned. I said that I preferred not to discuss this— 
that I had not all the facts sufficiently at my fingers’ ends to argue—but 
that the fact remained that not only British Government but practically 
unanimous public opinion in Great Britain and France regarded King 
Constantine as an enemy and, as we had had the honour to tell him officially," 
we could not regard Greece in the same light if King Constantine returned. 
He hinted at divergent views between Great Britain and France and I 
begged him not to count on that. I tried but failed to draw him as to when 
King Constantine was likely to arrive—he only said that His Majesty would 
go to Asia Minor and lead Greek Army in an irresistible advance to crush 
Kemal. I asked how they would manage without money—he said that they 
would manage somehow if necessary by selling their wives’ jewels! 

I tried several times to urge the Crown Prince as a solution but he inter- 
rupted so constantly that I cannot be sure that he took it in. 

I asked if he kept King Constantine fully informed of situation and of our 
notes and he replied that he communicated everything through the Queen 
Mother. 

He told me that he was preparing a long answer to our joint note of 
December 3rd by which he hoped to convince our Governments and public 
opinion. I said that I would not fail to transmit it to you. 

His attitude was thus that Greece would carry on without Allied assistance 
which would certainly be given again very shortly when proofs had been 
furnished of past (? innocence) and present and future good intentions. On 
the other hand my Dutch Colleague assures me that Government are at their 
wits’ ends how to get out of the mess which they fully realise. 


t See Nos. 457 and 460. 
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No. 466 


Earl Curzon to Lord Granville (Athens) 
No. 223 Telegraphic [C 12961/356/19] 
Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, December 7, 1920, 6 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 322 (December 5th.! Financial pressure upon Greece). 

You will now have received the instructions contained in my telegram 
No. 221 (of December 3rd)? and should at once proceed, in conjunction with 
your French and Italian colleagues, to carry out the instructions therein 
contained. 

Repeated to Paris No. 1274 and Rome No. 522. 


' No. 463. 2 No. 458. 


No. 467 


Earl Curzon to Lord Hardinge (Paris) 
No. 1276 Telegraphic: by bag [C 13019/328/79] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, December 8, 1920 


Your telegram No. 1371 (December 4 Bulgaria and the League of Nations).! 

Under Articles 104 of the Bulgarian Treaty and 159 of the Austrian Treaty 
the Council of the League of Nations possess very wide powers and I feel that 
these powers would be likely to lose by any precise definition. I question also 
whether the Assembly of the League is the ideal body to which to entrust 
any interpretation of the Peace Treaties. 

In these circumstances I consider that in both cases it would be better to 
rely only on the Treaty Articles as they stand. 


™ No. 462. 


No. 468 


Earl Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Recetved December 10, 10.30 a.m.) 


No. 329 Telegraphic [C 13462/356/19] 

Very urgent ATHENS, December 9, 1920, 8.45 p.m. 
British firms who have been negotiating here for contracts or concessions 
(D.O.T.! know them) are anxious to know whether decision of allies to stop 
all financial aid to Greece in the event of Constantine’s return? implies 
financial blockade or only refers to Government money. Most if not all these 
negotiations include (? find)-ing the necessary money or part of itin England. 
Firms ask my advice as to whether they should cut their losses and leave at 


! i.e. Department of Overseas Trade. 2 See No. 463, n. 4. 
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once. I have given them my privately (? delivered) unofficial advice to 
wait, as short delay will not much increase losses and results of their departure 
would be extremely serious for British trade as most of them are very near 
successful conclusion (? already) and their activities in Greece are intended 
as stepping stones to others throughout the (? Near East). 

I should be grateful for your instructions as soon as possible. 

It should be remembered in your negotiations with French that our 
position here financially, commercially and morally is very much more 
important than theirs and that we stand to lose infinitely more. Drachma 
has already dropped to half par value in sterling which is of course bad for 
British trade whereas French are sentimentally delighted at Drachma being 
now little if at all better than the Franc. 


No. 469 
Earl Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received December 10, 10.30 a.m.) 


No. 330 Telegraphic [C 13448/343/19] 
Very urgent. Confidential. ATHENS, December 9, 1920, 8.45 p.m 


Minister of Marine, who is the son of the President of the Council, in 
private conversation with Admiral Kelly this morning declared his absolute 
conviction that return of King Constantine afforded the only possible hope 
of internal . . .' and reunion: so long as he remained away Royalists who had 
suffered so much in the last three years could not get over their bitterness 
and their desire for revenge whereas King Constantine’s personal prestige, 
once he had returned, would be sufficient to put an (? end) to all that. He 
added that he could not understand talk about Crown Prince: Allies seemed 
to imagine that he would be acceptable to all parties whereas in fact he would 
not be acceptable either to Royalists or Veniselists: .. .2 There can I suppose 
be no doubt that King Constantine will come (prominent official of Ministry 
for Foreign Affairs told Havas Agency yesterday that he would be here by 
December 16th). In spite of our notes and threats large body of Greek 
public certainly want him and at the same time pro-British feeling in all 
classes and parties is just as strong, if not stronger, than ever. 

In the circumstances, would it not be better, in our own interests, to give 
him a chance rather than ensure complete collapse of Greece by cutting off 
all supplies and moral and material support? Conditions ascribed in Press 
to you and referred to in my telegram No. 3173 would certainly be accepted 
here unanimously and without hesitation if fourth were altered or explained 
to make it clear that only some twenty men at the (? outside) were (? meant), 
our list of whom should be presented at the same time as conditions: other- 
wise especially in view of statement in French Press that this would mean 
some eight hundred, every junior official or officer who had been dismissed 


1 The text is here uncertain. 2 A personal reference is here omitted. 
3 No. 456. 
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by M. Veniselos would consider himself threatened and consequently do his 
utmost to create opposition. I cannot judge whether even with Constantine, 
Greece can continue to play her part and maintain her front in Asia Minor 
but would it not be better to try that rather than give up all hope of such a 
thing at once? France would I suppose like to revise Treaty of Sévres in any 
case and would have no objection to severe blow to our interests, position and 
prestige throughout the Near East. 


No. 470 


Lord Hardinge (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received December 10) 
No. 1382 Telegraphic: by bag [Confidential /General/199/3] 


PARIS, December 9, 1920 


The Conference of Ambassadors met this morning under the chairmanship 
of Monsieur Jules Cambon and considered the following questions: 

. . .! (8) The Conference considered General Fortou’s [sic]? report of 
November 11th, a copy of which was enclosed in my despatch No. 3737 of 
the 7th instant,3 regarding labour battalions in Bulgaria. 

It was decided that the existence of these battalions was inadmissible under 
the Treaty and that General Fortou should be instructed to dissolve them. ...! 


t The omitted sections referred to other matters. 

2 Gen. de Fourtou was President of the Inter-allied Military Commission of Control in 
Bulgaria. 

3 Not printed. 4 Cf. No. 455. 


No. 471 
Earl Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received December 10, 10.40 p.m.) 


No. 334 Telegraphic [C’ 13523/343/19] 
Most urgent ATHENS, December 10, 1920, 9 a.m. 


King Constantine is to embark in the ‘Averof’? December 16th. arriving 
Phalerum December 19th. He is to pick up at Milos Crown Prince who 
comes from Constantza in Greek destroyer. 

Merchant-ship will embark luggage and press correspondents at (? Venice). 
Greek Government have laid down that nobody is to accompany Royal 
Family in ‘Averof’ except one aide-de-camp and one lady-in-waiting, and 
that none of King’s entourage is to embark in ship carrying luggage and 
correspondents, idea being apparently to avoid offence to Allies by Streit and 
others accompanying King. 

All the above was learnt by Admiral Kelly in course of his duties as a 
Greek Officer and should therefore be treated as confidential. 
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No. 472 


Earl Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Recewved December 13, 10.30 a.m.) 


No. 333 Telegraphic (C 13611/343/19] 
Confidential ATHENS, December 10, 1920, 2 p.m. 


There is an idea current in Veniselist circles of the possibility of starting 
a revolution in islands of New Provinces and Smyrna and again creating two 
Greeces. I am informed that there has been a meeting at Constantinople 
with this object of Veniselist officers who have resigned, alleged number vary- 
ing between 140 and 500. Promoters of the idea fondly imagine that it would 
be supported by Allies as in 1916. 

One or two men have spoken to me in this sense and I have told them that 
there is no chance of allied support and that any such movement would 
mean the final downfall of Greece. 

I do not believe the idea is likely to come to much, but any attempt even 
at such a movement would certainly lead to immediate reprisals on Veni- 
selists in Athens and Old Greece. 

Would it be possible for you to suggest privately to M. Veniselos to issue 
some sort of warning to his friends? In any case I think that it would be very 
desirable if High Commissioner at Constantinople or British Military 
Authorities could urge prudence and patience on Greek ex-officers there and 
especially General Emanuel Zimbra(? in)ki' who has been mentioned as a 
leader. 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 137. 


! General Zimbrakakis had commanded the Dedeagatch Corps in Western Thrace in 
June 1920. 


No. 473 
Earl Curzon to Earl Granville (Athens) 
No. 225 Telegraphic [C 12961/356/19] 
Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, December 11, 1920, 3.45 p.m. 
My telegram No. 223 (of December 7.! Financial pressure upon Greece). 
French Government have informed me of objections raised by your 
French colleague to formula contained in my telegram No. 221 (of December 
3)2 and I have agreed to following modifications. (1) For words ‘learnt that 
Greek Government’ substitute words ‘learnt that the Government constituted 
after the departure of M. Venizelos’. (2) In last sentence delete words after 
‘binding upon Greece’. 
You should present Note in this form so soon as your French colleague 
receives similar instructions. | 


t No. 466. 2 No. 458. 
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No. 474 


Earl Curzon to Earl Granville (Athens) 
No. 226 Telegraphic [C 13462/356/19] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, December 11, 1920, 6 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 329 (of December gth.' British Commercial interests 
in Greece.) 

You should advise British firms to remain on for the present but to renew 
their request for advice in one month’s time.? 


1 No. 468. 

2 At an inter-departmental discussion at the Foreign Office on Dec. 293 it was agreed 
that ‘in view of the uncertainty of the present situation no very definite promises or advice 
could be extended to British firms from official quarters. There appeared no reason, how- 
ever, why British firms should be discouraged from continuing to trade with Greece so long 
as the indefinite situation continued. In order, however, that such firms might be protected 
against losses owing to the fall of the drachma, they should provisionally be advised to insist 
on Greek buyers opening in London a sterling credit to cover at least 15% of the orders. 

‘As regards the several large contracts which were at present being negotiated in Athens 
by British groups it was felt that nothing should be done to prevent the continuance of these 
negotiations with the New Greek Government, but that if we are asked specifically for 
advice, each case should be considered on its merits in consultation between the D.O.T. 
and the Foreign Office. 

*As regards the balance of the book credit opened in favour of the Greek Government in 
London, which has been suspended under the decisions of the last Allied Conference, it 
appeared impossible to devote a portion of this credit for meeting Greek Government debts 
to British firms. At the same time it was felt that this credit should remain in suspense until 
further notice. 

‘Finally it was agreed that private firms applying for advice should be referred to the 
D.O.T. who would reply in the general terms above indicated, and in consultation with the 
Foreign Office.’ 


No. 475 


Earl Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received December 14, 11.45 a.m.) 


No. (? 338) Telegraphic [C 13791/356/19] 
ATHENS, December 13, 1920, 9.45 p.m. 


My telegram No. 332.! 

International Financial Commission? desirous of asserting their position 
wrote officially to Minister of Finance December oth demanding information 
regarding alleged issue of notes without awaiting consent of Commission as 
required by Article 30 of Law of Control. Munister of Finance sent long 
answer December 11th admitting issue of half by his predecessor and half 


t Of Dec. 10, not printed. 

2 The International Financial Commission had been constituted to control Greek 
government finances under the Greek Law of Control of Marcb 1898; for the text of this 
Law B-FSP., vol. go po 403 ff. 
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by himself and excusing his action on the ground that he had reason to 
believe that the three Governments had given or were about to give consent 
and that official consent of Commission was merely a formality. Commission 
have rejoindered [sic] to-day making formal protest against this violation of 
convention and law of 1898 on strict observance of which it is duty of Com- 
mission to insist. 


No. 476 
Earl Curzon to Earl Granville (Athens) 


No. 229 Telegraphic [C 13594/343/19] 
Confidential FOREIGN OFFICE, December 14, 1920, 6 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 333 (of December 10.' Separatist movements in 
Greece). 
You should intimate to Liberals that H.M.G. would not favour any such 
movements. 
1 No. 472. 


No. 477 
Earl Curzon to Earl Granville (Athens) 


No. 230 Telegraphic [C 13594/343/19] 
Very urgent. Confidential FOREIGN OFFICE, December 15, 1920, 11.55 a.m. 


Your private telegram of December 11! (Attitude to be observed towards 
King Constantine). 

You should enter into no official or ceremonial relations with King Con- 
stantine or his court and attend no official functions of the present Greek 
Government. Flag should not be flown. 


1 Not printed. 


No. 478 
Earl Curzon to Earl Granville (Athens) 


No. 231 Telegraphic [(C 13594/343/19] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, December 15, 1920, 6 p.m. 


His Majesty’s Ships are being instructed not to recognise or salute King 
Constantine’s standard if hoisted on the ‘Averoff’[stc]. 

French and Italian authorities are being informed in order to secure 
identic procedure.! 

Repeated to Paris No. 1297 and Rome No. 532. 


! Instructions to this end were sent by Lord Curzon in his telegrams No. 1298 to Paris 
and No. 533 to Rome, of Dec. 15, not printed. 
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No. 479 
Earl Curzon to Earl Granville (Athens) 


No. 233 Telegraphic [C 13994/343/19] 
Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, December 16, 1920, 3.15 p.m. 


My telegram to Sir G. Buchanan No. 535.! 

(Proposed withdrawal of allied Ministers and of special missions). 

Please make all necessary preliminary arrangements for your proceeding 
on leave, Secretary being left in charge of Legation, warning also Com- 
manders of His Majesty’s ships at Phaleron as well as naval mission; and 
take definite action in concert with your French and Italian colleagues as 
soon as they have received instructions in the same sense. 


1 No. 480 below. 


No. 480 
Earl Curzon to Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) 


No. 535 Telegraphic (C 13994/343/19] 
Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, December 16, 1920, 3.30 p.m. 


We understand that French Government have telegraphed to Rome 
proposing that Allied Ministers at Athens should proceed on temporary 
leave at once, in order to avoid difficulties that will arise upon arrival of 
King Constantine. They further propose for same reason temporary with- 
drawal of Allied vessels at Phaleron. We are prepared to act in this sense 
provided Italian Government concur, and will issue similar orders. 

There seems [sic] indeed to be three alternative courses of action:— 


(1) to accord full recognition, which would be inconsistent with decisions 
arrived at by recent Inter-Allied Conference in London: 

(2) to pursue a compromise policy of leaving Ministers at Athens but 
instructing them to take no part in ceremonial functions, a policy which will 
land us in constant difficulties: 

(3) to adopt the line now proposed by the French. 


Of these the third seems to us to be both the most logical and the most 
expedient. We also think, agreeing with the French, that it should involve the 
withdrawal of the several allied missions, military, naval, and gendarmerie, 
at Athens, who will otherwise be placed in most invidious positions. 

Decision on all these points is urgent and you should at once see Foreign 
Minister, and endeavour to secure his acquiescence. We are warning British 
Minister at Athens of above proposals and on hearing of their acceptance 
will telegraph immediate instructions to him. We hope that Italian Govern- 
ment will do same with their Minister. 

Repeated to Paris, No. 1299, Athens, No. 232. 


I. XII 545 vm 


No. 481 


Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) to Earl Curzon 
(Received December 18, 1920, 9.25 a.m.) 


No. 536 Telegraphic [C 14121/343/19] 
Very urgent ROME, December 17, 1920, 9.30 p.m. 


Minister for Foreign Affairs not being able to see me on account of debate 
in Senate I communicated to him substance of your telegram No. 535! in 
a private letter urging him to accept French proposal as not being open to 
same objections as other two courses. 

Secretary General of Ministry of Foreign Affairs whom I have just seen 
told me that His Excellency regretted that he could not do so. He had 
already communicated to Parliamentary Committee for Foreign Affairs 
decision taken at London Conference not to recall Ministers? and opposition 
to anything in shape of intervention in internal affairs of Greece was so 
strong that were he to go back on his word Government would be exposed 
to serious attacks in Chamber. As he was most anxious to act in concert with 
His Majesty’s Government he would agree to recall military and naval 
missions and gendarmerie and he had already instructed Italian Minister to 
abstain from taking part in any ceremonial functions. 

Repeated to Athens. 


' No. 480. 2 See Vol. VIII, No. 97. 


No. 482 


Earl Curzon to Earl Granville (Athens) 
No. 235 Telegraphic [C 14121/343/19] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, December 18, 1920, 1.50 p.m. 


Rome telegram No. 536 (of December 17.' Withdrawal of Allied Ministers 
and Missions from Athens.) 

You should remain in Athens while avoiding all ceremonial, official or 
personal relations with King Constantine his court and family. 

Naval and Police Missions should also remain for the present pending 
further instructions. 

British ships will be instructed to withdraw from Phaleron.? 

Repeated to Rome 538, and Paris 1306. 


1 No. 481. 

2 Sir E. Crowe minuted as follows (C 14155/343/19): ‘I have informed Marquis Imperiali 
as well as Monsieur de Fleuriau of the substance of the telegram No. 235 to Lord Gran- 
ville as well as of the private telegram to H.L. of to-day [not traced in Foreign Office 
archives}. 

‘Both promised to communicate at once by telegraph with their respective governments. 

‘Marquis Imperiali expressed great satisfaction at the decision arrived at and thought 
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there would be no difficulty in getting instructions sent to the Italian Minister at Athens to 
concert action on all points with his British colleague. E. A. C. Dec. 18.’ 

The First Secretary at the Italian Embassy, London, duly telephoned to the Foreign 
Office on Dec. 20 to confirm that instructions identical to those sent to Lord Granville had 
been sent to the Italian Minister at Athens. 


No. 483 


Earl Curzon to Sir H. Rumbold' (Constantinople) 
No. 1176 Telegraphic [C 13631/9/22] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, December 18, 1920, 6 p.m. 


My telegram No. 1136 (of December 2nd.? Appointment of Mr. Eyres to 
Albania.) 

Please instruct Mr. Eyres to proceed as soon as convenient to Durazzo and 
to telegraph his address on arrival. Necessary instructions and cypher will 
then be issued to him and pending receipt of these he should confine himself 
to getting into touch with Albanian Government, being careful not to commit 
His Majesty’s Government in any way to formal recognition of this Govern- 
ment or to any assurances as to future status of Albania. 


1 H.M. Ambassador at Constantinople. 

2 Not printed. In this telegram Lord Curzon gave instructions for Mr. Eyres to hold 
himself in readiness to proceed to Durazzo in the capacity of Consul without exequatur. 
Albania had been admitted to the League of Nations at the meeting of the League of 
Nations Assembly held at Geneva on Dec. 17, 1920, but the Government at Tirana had not 
been recognized by H.M.G. 


No. 484 
M. Leygues (Paris) to M. Cambon (London)! 
Telegraphic (C 14155/343/79] 


PARIS, December 19, 1920 


L’Ambassadeur d’Italie est venu me voir hier. Il m’a dit que le Comte 
Sforza se trouvait embarrassé par ses déclarations devant les Commissions 
parlementaires au sujet du maintien des Ministres alliés 4 Athénes qui l’em- 
péchent de se rallier a la décision de Londres et de Paris sur le remplacement 
par des Chargés d’Affaires. 

Le Ministre des Affaires Etrangéres italien est d’accord avec nous sur tous 
les autres points du programme concerté entre les Gouvernements anglais et 
francais, notamment sur le rappel simultané des Missions Militaires, navales 
et de gendarmerie, sur l’éloignement du Pirée des bateaux de guerre et 
labstention de relations avec le Roi Constantin et sa Cour. 

Dans ces conditions, je suis surpris que Lord Curzon ait donné comme 
instructions a Lord Granville non seulement de rester a Athénes mais encore 


1 This telegram was communicated to the Foreign Office on Dec. 20 by M. de Fleuriau. 


547 


de ne pas retirer la mission navale anglaise. Le maintien d’une telle décision 
serait illogique; c’est l’un des points essentiels de notre programme, puisque 
le Roi Constantin peut faire appel [a] tout instant a la collaboration des 
officiers frangais, anglais et italiens qui sont fonctionnaires grecs. Je vous 
prie de demander a Lord Curzon de donner a Athénes l’ordre accepté par 
le Comte Sforza de retirer les missions. 

Je note également les termes de votre communication ‘laisser pour 
Pinstant’ les Ministres 4 Athénes. Car je ne puis m’empécher d’étre frappé 
du fait que les honneurs royaux ont été rendus au Roi Constantin en Italie, 
que le Ministre d’Italie 4 Athénes se tient le plus possible a l’écart de ses 
collégues, tout en protestant contre leur entente en dehors de lui, qu’il se 
montre trés satisfait de ses relations avec le Gouvernement grec actuel, 
lequel s’empresse de régler au bénéfice de l’Italie des questions comme celle 
du Chemin de fer de Valona—Janina afin de tenter de dissocier les Alliés et 
que lopinion parlementaire en Italie a arrété le Comte Sforza dans son 
accord avec la France et l’Angleterre pour la politique en Gréce inséparable 
de la nétre en Orient. 

Je note également que les mesures hostiles aux Alliés continuent a étre 
prises a Athénes, |’épuration de l’armée et de lPuniversité qui se poursuit sans 
arrét. 

Je vous prie de représenter de nouveau a Lord Curzon tous ces éléments 
de la situation pour que l’accord des trois Gouvernements auquel nous avons 
sacrifié le rappel des Ministres a Athénes se resserre autour d’une politique 
ferme et résolue et que Londres et Paris ne se laissent pas entrainer par 
Rome a modifier l’attitude qu’ils ont prise publiquement et qui compromet- 
trait les grands intéréts anglais et francais et leur prestige en Orient.? 


2 Mr. Nicolson minuted as follows: 

“The French are evidently determined to force us into withdrawing our naval mission 
from Greece. I trust that we shall not do so until we have determined our general policy 
towards King Constantine and the Treaty of Sévres. If a reply is needed, we might refer 
the French Embassy to the discussions at the last Conference at which it was agreed that, 
pending a subsequent discussion, no final decision should be taken beyond the withdrawal 
of financial support. HAROLD NICOLSON 

20.12.20.” 


No. 485 
Earl Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received December 21, 8 a.m.) 


No. 345 Telegraphic [C 14328/343/19] 
ATHENS, December 20, 1920, 2.20 p.m. 


King Constantine arrived yesterday by train from Corinth and was 
received with great enthusiasm. No special incidents. In address to the 
people from balcony of Palace he referred to his desire for calm and union in 
the country and declared that all his efforts would tend to the consolidation 
of the best relations with the great Allied powers and the strengthening of 
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the bonds ‘with our valiant ally Serbia’; he promised to devote himself to the 
service of his country by strict observance of constitution and parliamentary 
system. 


No. 486 


Earl Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received December 20, 10 p.m.) 
No. 346 Telegraphic [C 14326/343/19] 


Very urgent ATHENS, December 20, 1920, 2.50 p.m. 


My telegram No. 344.! 

Italian Minister has received telegram informing him that you have in- 
structed me ‘to avoid with all due tact any official ceremonies of Court’ and 
instructing him to do likewise. He is telegraphing what my instructions 
really are, and has promised me not to write his name or take any action 
which would, as he truly observes, be permissible under his instructions, till 
further orders. 

Members of Allied Missions were able to avoid assisting at reception or 
Te Deum yesterday without difficulty as they were only given entrance 
tickets and were not formally invited. Admiral Kelly explained why he did 
not go to Minister of Marine, who quite understood. Head of Gendarmerie 
Mission made use of his ticket in plain clothes. 

We have all agreed that heads of Missions must in the circumstances write 
names to-day on the King. Heads of Naval and (? Police) Missions will 
tell Minister of Marine and Minister of War that they have thus done 
their immediate duty and ask them to use tact to prevent their being un- 
necessarily brought into prominence although they are of course ready to be 
presented to King when and if called on. Heads of Military and Gendar- 
merie Missions wrote names on Princes when they arrived. Heads of Naval 
and Police Missions did not, but will do so to-day after writing names on 
King. 

Repeated to Rome. 

1 Of Dec. 18, not printed. 


No. 487 
Earl Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received December 21, 10 a.m.) 


No. 347 Telegraphic [C 14330/343/19] 
Very urgent ATHENS, December 20, 1920, 9.30 p.m. 


My telegram No. 346.! 

In accordance with our decision Admiral Kelly spoke to Minister of 
Marine in sense indicated with only result that within an hour he was sum- 
moned by telephone to Palace and received by King. 

' No. 486. 


549 


His Majesty was most gracious and expressed his devotion to Great 
Britain. At close of interview he handed to Admiral Kelly Grand Cross of 
Redeemer which Admiral could not (? of course) refuse. 

On December 16th I received letter from President of Council asking me 
to obtain permission of His Majesty’s Government for this decoration (see 
my despatch No. 470 by next bag).? I replied that I had referred request to 
you and would inform him as soon as [ received reply. 

As soon as I heard of Admiral’s reception I called on President of the 
Council and (? complained) bitterly of his behaviour; he said only (? the) 
King should be blamed, that Government felt Admiral’s distinguished ser- 
vices must be recognized and that he had ventured to take consent of His 
Majesty’s Government for granted. If necessary he said he would expiate 
his fault by offering his resignation. I said that it was very good of Govern- 
ment to wish to reward Admiral but that giving decoration at this moment 
was an obvious trick to try and show that our relations were friendly instead 
of strained or hostile as they were and also to make difficulties between us 
and French. I asked if decoration could not be taken back or at least not 
published. He said both were absolutely impossible. Finally after long 
conversation he undertook that if head of French Military Mission de- 
mand(?s) audience he should be received tomorrow with exactly the same 
civility and given same decoration. 

I have not yet seen French Minister but I told whole story to (? French) 
Counsellor omitting that I had pressed for decoration (? for) General Gramat 
and only saying that President of Council had assured me if General Gramat 
(? would) ask for audience he would be received at once and given same 
decoration. 

I have also told story to Italian Minister omitting all reference to General 
Gramat. 

Incident is most unfortunate but could not have been foreseen or avoided 
and I trust that Frenchman receiving same treatment will make it less 
objectionable. 


2 Of Dec. 20, not preserved in Foreign Office archives. 


No. 488 
Memorandum by Mr. Nicolson on Future Policy towards King Constantine 


[CG 14155/343/79] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, December 20, 1920 


The return of King Constantine to Athens closes the first chapter of the 
Greek crisis. What is to be the next stage? 

(2) The policies of our two Allies are easily definable. The French, with 
that limited precision which they call logic, visualise the situation as it stands 
today with extreme clarity. They have always been jealous of the prestige 
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which we have acquired in Greece: they are jealous of our naval supremacy, 
of our naval mission, of our important commercial interests. They are above 
all afraid of the preponderance which a British ‘protectorate’ over an en- 
larged Greece will give us in the Eastern Mediterranean. Sentimentally they 
hanker after the prestige which France enjoyed in the East under Louis 
XIV: commercially their financiers hope to secure the position at Con- 
stantinople vacated by the Bagdad Railway and the Deutsche Bank: politi- 
cally and practically they wish to curtail their responsibilities in Cilicia and 
Syria. In the first place therefore they desire to destroy the greater Greece 
created by the Treaty of Sévres and incidentally to undermine our great 
influence in that country. In the second place, with anxious eyes upon 
Kemal and the Bolsheviks, they wish to come to some bargain with Angora, 
such as will give them peace in Syria and a predominant position in Turkey. 
They have sent General Charpy, a second Lyautey, to Constantinople:' they 
will send Colonel Chardigny, a second Marchand, to Armenia.? In a few 
years they will get into a considerable muddle and will then throw the 
blame on us. 

(3) The Italians desire in the main the same objects, but they desire them 
in a less obvious way. They hope for a weak, but not a hostile Greece. They 
hope for a commercial position in Turkey without any political or military 
responsibilities. ‘They realise that they are physically weak but intellectually 
energetic: they aim at pacific penetration. 

In the end, therefore, the policies of our two Allies may be said to be 
identical, and the divergence which has arisen between them over the 
personality of King Constantine is only of secondary and fugitive importance. 

(4) The policy of H.M. Government on the other hand is of necessity more 
nebulous. The idea which prompted our support of Greece was no emotional 
impulse but the natural expression of our historical policy :—the protection 
of India and the Suez Canal. For a century we had supported Turkey as the 
first line of defence in the Eastern Mediterranean. Turkey had proved a 
broken reed and we fell back on the second line, the line from Salamis to 
Smyrna. Geographically the position of Greece was unique for our purpose: 
politically she was strong enough to save us expense in peace, and weak 
enough to be completely subservient in war. The Treaty of Sévres was thus 
an immense asset had it succeeded. Is it not too early at present to conclude 
that it has failed? 

(5) The recent Greek elections were undoubtedly influenced by war 
weariness, by economic suffering and by resentment at the arbitrary ad- 
ministration of M. Venizelos’ subordinates. I doubt however whether these 
considerations really tipped the balance. I suspect that the determining 
factor was not that the Greeks wanted less but that they hoped for more: 


1 Gen. Charpy was General Officer Commanding, French forces at Constantinople; 
Gen. Lyautey, High Commissioner and Resident General in Morocco since 1912, had made 
a great reputation by consolidating the French protectorate. 

2 Col. Chardigny was appointed Chief of the French Military Mission in Transcaucasia; 
Capt. (later Gen.) Marchand had commanded the French troops at Fashoda in 1898. 
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that they hoped for Constantinople. And, being a foolish and superstitious 
race, they imagined that they could only obtain the City under Constantine 
as King. 

If this aspect of the position is correct, it may mean that we shall now find 
Greece not less but more determined to maintain what Venizelos won for her. 
We may be faced with a burst of patriotism and self-sacrifice. The Treaty of 
Sévres will not disintegrate automatically, but will only be destroyed as the 
result of a national war between Moslem and Christian. 

I do not contend that this development is inevitable. I mean only that it is 
possible, and that we may find it difficult to disengage our responsibility if, 
instead of the Greeks themselves tearing up the Treaty, they fight for it 
desperately and alone. 

(6) The policy of drift which we have hitherto pursued in this matter has 
had its advantages; it has left us with most of the cards still in our hands. 
Our position and popularity in Greece are today as great as ever. But the 
moment has come when we must come to a decision. What are the lines of 
that decision? 

We start with two grave disadvantages, the necessity of agreement with our 
Allies, and the pledges we have given not to support King Constantine. The 
first will render it difficult for us to maintain the Treaty of Sévres, the second 
may make it impossible to cooperate with the new régime. 

There appear to be only three alternatives :— 

(1) To abandon Greece in favour of Turkey and ourselves to initiate a 
revision of the Treaty of Sévres and a bargain with Kemal. 

(2) To reverse our policy and openly to support King Constantine so long 
as he shows himself ready to maintain the Treaty. 

(3) To take drastic and concerted action to depose King Constantine and 
to replace him by his son and a transitional Ministry. 

Each of these alternatives offers grave disadvantages. The first would 
mean playing into the hands of France. The second would entail the repudia- 
tion of our policy and a breach with the Allies. The third would land us into 
inextricable local difficulties. They are, however, each of them preferable to 
the middle course of leaving King Constantine at Athens and subjecting him 
to a series of intermittent pin-pricks; a course which would achieve nothing 
and be fatal alike to our prestige and to our commerce. 

Of the three, I contend that the second course is the most consonant with 
British interests. How far, however, it is worth a temporary breach with 
France is a matter beyond the scope of this minute. In any case it would 
require the adoption of a non-committal attitude for some weeks until we 
were convinced that King Constantine did in fact wish to maintain the 
Treaty. 

If this course 1s impossible, we shall have to fall back on the third alterna- 
tive. And for this purpose an early decision will be necessary in order that 
the required pressure can be applied suddenly and overwhelmingly. 

Our primary aim, I take it, is to maintain the Treaty. Our secondary aim 
is to do nothing which may render impossible the return of Venizelos. I fear 
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that if we concentrate on the second we shall sacrifice the first. M. Venizelos 
is morally and physically a more permanent phenomenon than King Con- 
stantine. That he will return one day is not to be questioned. The question 
is, however, :—to what will he return?3 
HAROLD NICOLSON 
3 Sir E. Crowe and Lord Curzon minuted as follows: 


‘Mr. Nicolson has written a thoughtful memorandum in which he discusses three alterna- 
tive lines of policy. I agree with him in rejecting 1 and 3. I would not state his second 
alternative quite so categorically as he does. It would be entirely in accordance with the 
line advocated by Lord Curzon from the beginning of the crisis, to stand aloof neither 
‘openly supporting’, nor consistently fighting, King Constantine, but waiting to see whether 
the policy which he in fact adopts is one that gives satisfaction to our interests. I am in 
favour of continuing this waiting attitude until at least the Greek position at Smyrna is 
clarified. I would certainly not now comply with the French demands for the withdrawal 
of the naval mission. E. A. C. Dec. 20.’ 


‘I do not regard Mr. Nicolson’s alternatives as exhaustive nor does the waiting attitude 
which we are pursuing appear to me to be correctly described as ‘‘a series of intermittent 
pinpricks.”? We want to see 

‘(1) how the military situation in Asia Minor developes—I have always said myself that 
the first act of Constantine wd probably be to go to Smyrna 

‘(2) how Greece can get on without money 

‘(3) whether the troops will fight if unpaid 

*(4) what happens with Mustapha Kemal. While this waiting operation is going on I 
should have been quite willing to withdraw our Missions. But the Italians would not. If 
the French complain of publicity they have only to thank themselves since it was they who 
gave their proposal (before it had been accepted) to the Press. 

‘Their desire to get rid of our Naval Mission is easily explicable but must not be com- 
plied with. 

“The justification of our policy is Allied solidarity. 

‘Our position is not altogether logical. But we have been tempted into it by our desire 
to cooperate with the French. In my judgment we should have done better had we adhered 
to the line which I ventured to sketch at the last Conference [i.e. the Second Conference of 
London, see Vol. VIII, Chap. XIV], viz. to accept Constantine subject to certain clearly 
defined conditions and to reject him if they were not complied with. But this advice was not 
taken. C. 20/12.’ 


No. 489 
Earl Curzon to Earl Granville (Athens) 


No. 237 Telegraphic (C 14330/343/19] 
Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, December 21, 1920, 10 p.m. 
Your telegram No. 347 (of December 2oth:! Decoration conferred on 
Admiral Kelly.) 
It is very regrettable that incident was ever allowed to take place. 
Permission cannot be granted to Admiral Kelly to accept this decoration 
which must therefore be returned by him. 


Admiralty concur. 
™ No. 487. 
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French Government have been informed of our action and asked to send 
similar instructions in case decoration has also been conferred on French 
General. 


No. 490 
Earl Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received December 23, 10 a.m.) 


No. 352 Telegraphic (C 14551/343/19] 
Very urgent ATHENS, December 22, 1920, 7.30 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 237.! 

I returned decoration in person this morning to President of the Council 
who was much upset and told me that as this could only be regarded as an 
affront to the Crown for which he was personally responsible he would at 
once offer his resignation. 

I hope very much that the King will not accept it as I regard Monsieur 
Rhallys, though old and rather erratic, as far the best of the (? lot). 

Admiral Kelly feels his own position is rendered most difficult and awk- 
ward as a result of this incident—although he is in no way personally re- 
sponsible—when he heard unofficially a week ago that Government intended 
to decorate him he pointed out that moment was very ill chosen and asked 
that it might be postponed for a few months. He feels his best course would 
be to resign at once or else at least to proceed on leave and he begs that he 
may be informed with least possible delay what His Majesty’s Government 
desire him to do. 

I sympathize with Admiral Kelly’s feeling but I think that you may con- 
sider his resignation would give too personal a touch to a political incident. 

In any case I do not consider incident need affect . . .2 of mission. 


™ No. 489. 2 The text is here uncertain. 


No. 491 
Earl Curzon to Earl Granville (Athens) 


No. 238 Telegraphic (C 14551/343/19]' 
Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, December 25, 1920, 2.15 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 352 (of December 22:2 Admiral Kelly’s decoration) 

I had always taken it for granted that Government would be re-formed 
after King Constantine’s return and according to the press M. Rhallys 
actually tendered his resignation some days before this incident.3 I have 
therefore great hesitation in believing that so trivial an incident should 


! Manuscript copy only is preserved in this file. 
2 No. 490. 
3 See The Times of Dec. 23, p. 9. M. Rhallys’ resignation was not accepted. 
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constitute the real cause of M. Rhallys’ resignation or that if he does resign 
for such futile reasons, we should pay the slightest attention to it. 

While fully sympathising with the difficulties of Admiral Kelly’s personal 
position, I cannot but feel that our interests require that he should remain, 
and you should inform him accordingly. 


No. 492 
Lord Hardinge (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received December 29) 


No. 3845 [C 14937/343/19] 


PARIS, December 27, 1920 
My Lord, 

The President did me the honour to invite me to luncheon today and I 
had some conversation with him afterwards. 

I told him that I had been very much upset by the attacks made upon the 
Prime Minister in the ‘Temps’ and other important papers of the French 
Press, in connection with his speech in the House of Commons,' relating to 
the situation at Athens and possible developments at Smyrna. It seemed to 
me that the attitude of the Prime Minister had been entirely misunderstood 
by the French Press. They did not seem to realise that Mr. Lloyd George’s 
attitude is the same as that of the French Government as explained to me 
by Monsieur Leygues, in being opposed to the revision of the Treaty of 
Sévres, and that any modification of the situation defined by the terms of that 
Treaty that might eventually become necessary, could only come as the 
result of further developments. Monsieur Millerand replied that several 
people had spoken to him of the Prime Minister’s speech in terms of hostile 
criticism, but that when he came to examine the text, he came to the con- 
clusion that there was no foundation for these attacks, and that Mr. Lloyd 
George had simply implied that he would do nothing at present but await 
probable developments. As for their idea of handing over Smyrna to Kemal 
or to the Turks, it struck him that any suggestion of that kind was very pre- 
mature, since the Greek forces are still in Smyrna and neither the French 
Government nor any other, as far as he knew, would be disposed to take any 
steps to turn them out. In his opinion it would not be possible for the Greeks 
to maintain themselves in Smyrna without the support and financial assis- 
tance of the Allies, but until that moment arrived, he saw no advantage in 
discussing the future fate of Smyrna. I took the opportunity of pointing out 
to Monsieur Millerand that even if the eventuality should occur of the with- 
drawal of the Greek forces from Smyrna, it was not likely that His Majesty’s 
Government would agree to handing it over to the Turks, who had behaved 
far more treacherously towards the Allies in coming into the war than the 
Greeks had by their recent betrayal of Venizelos, and who seized every 
opportunity of massacring Christians whenever they thought they could do 


! On Dec. 22, see 136 H.C. Deb. 5 5., cols. 1893-1901. 
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so with impunity. Monsieur Millerand merely remarked that he understood 
this view being prevalent in England as part of the Gladstonian tradition. 
He added that, in his opinion it was very desirable to withdraw the foreign 
Missions from Athens, since their position was a false one, though he attached 
no importance to the withdrawal of the Ministers. I asked whether the 
Italian Government would agree to such a proposal, and he said they would, 
but that what is more essential than anything else is that there should be 
no discord between the British and French Governments, and that when- 
ever any question arises on which there is the smallest difference of opinion, 
no effort should be spared to arrive at complete agreement. To do otherwise 
would be to present an opportunity to the enemies of our countries to drive 
a wedge into the friendship between them which would be fatal to the peace, 
welfare and progress of Europe. 

Monsieur Millerand said a few words on the subject of the disarmament of 
Germany, and stated his conviction that although the military power of 
Germany is broken, it is a vital necessity to prevent the existence of organisa- 
tions which could possibly encourage its revival. He also discussed at some 
length the question of Reparation, but as Lord D’Abernon was also present 
and took the lead in that part of the conversation, I have left it to him to 
report to Your Lordship what passed.2 The impression the President made 
upon me in this discussion was one of reasoned moderation. 

I have, &c., 
HARDINGE OF PENSHURST 


2 Lord D’Abernon reported this interview in an unnumbered despatch (C 14940/8/18: 
not printed) of Dec. 28, 1920, received in the Foreign Office on Dec. 29. 


No. 493 
Earl Curzon to Lord Hardinge (Paris) 


No. 1320 Telegraphic [C 14877/343/19] 
Most urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, December 28, 1920, 9 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 1421 (of Dec. 28.' Withdrawal of Allied Missions from 
Athens.) 

In accordance with general sense of recent inter-allied decisions our policy 
is to await developments before deciding upon drastic action such as with- 
drawal of missions. Please make it clear therefore to President of Council 
that we do not propose in existing circumstances to withdraw Naval Mission. 

French Embassy have been informed accordingly. 


1 Not printed. 
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CHAPTER IV 


Transcaucasia 


February 3, 1920—April 20, 1921 


No. 494 


Mr. Wardrop' (Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received February 5, 1.35 p.m.) 
No. 71 Telegraphic [176417/170788/58] 
TIFLIS, February 3, 1920, 11.30 a.m. 


I am sending by messenger copy of note from Georgian Government 
urgently requesting financial aid either from His Majesty’s Government or 
private British firms.? 

Georgia yielded about 4 million pounds sterling to Russian Exchequer and 
could guarantee loan with taxes, customs, monopolies or railways receipts. 

Such concessions as following also available: State forests 2 million 5 houn- 
dred [szc] thousand acres. Manganese 7 to 13 milliard poods. Tkvibuli coal 
5 to 8 milliard poods. Tkvarcheli coal 124 milliard poods. Chatakh iron 
50 million poods. Water power 6 million h.p. 

Loan could be in goods on credit (food textiles medicines) industrial 
(machinery tools) or purely financial. 

Shortage of wheat harvest last year estimated 250,000 tons. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs expresses surprise that while all other countries 
are pushing trade here (Italian Commercial Mission under Conti with staff 
of 60 persons due this week)3 Great Britain seems inactive though she could 
always count on preference. 

I venture to remind Your Lordship of frequent suggestion of urgent 
despatch of first-rate commercial and financial adviser who could control 
economic future of trans-Caucasia and would be welcome here. 


1 British High Commissioner in Transcaucasia. 

2 Enclosure in Tiflis despatch No. 38 of Feb. 3, received March 1 (not printed); for 
Foreign Office reply see No. 512 below. 

3 An Italian commercial mission of forty persons under Senator Conti arrived in Tiflis 
on Feb. 16. 
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No. 495 


Mr. Wardrop (Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received February 6, 9 a.m.) 
No. 80 Telegraphic [176748/172087/58] 
TIFLIS, February 5, 1920, 7.35 p.m. 


Further reference to your telegram No. 40! and your reply to my telegram 
No. 47 January 25th? No. (? 39) date unintelligible.3 

Following from Colonel Stokes. 

Begins. 

Decision of His Majesty’s Government not to assist North Caucasian 
Republic at this moment is in existing circumstances tantamount to declara- 
tion that His Majesty’s Government (? regard) with indifference spread of 
Bolshevism to that region. I submit that entire Caucasus will be imperilled 
if this occurs and failing our support (? Mountaine[e]r)s will have to accept 
Bolshevism. Daghestan is key to Caucasus and control of Daghestan means 
control of Caucasus (? and) it was no side issue but integral part of Caucasus 
problem. Control of Daghestan can at this moment be got more easily and 
more cheaply than probably ever again. Moreover, it would be unwise in 
my opinion to hope that march of events will mark time and give us another 
opportunity. If Daghestan be left under Russian control, assuming that 
Bolshevism be eventually eliminated, the three Trans-Caucasian States will 
exist only under menace. 


Ends. 


1 Of Jan. 21, not printed. See Vol. ITT, No. 647, n. 2. 

2 Not printed. 

3 The reference appears to be to Foreign Office telegram No. 57 of Jan. 29 (not printed), 
which stated that: ‘His Majesty’s Government do not propose, at any rate at present, to act 
upon your suggestions that recognition, encouragement, financial support, etc., be extended 
to Daghestan.’ 

4 Lt.-Col. C. B. Stokes, British political officer at Baku. 


No. 496 


Mr. Wardrop (Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received February 6, 11 p.m.) 
No. 84 Telegraphic [176894/176894/58| 
Very urgent TIFLIS, February 6, 1920, 9 p.m. 


I have received a cypher message, purporting to come from General Milne,' 
stating that under orders from home British are evacuating Batoum forth- 
with.2 

I have had no indication whatever that such a step was contemplated, and 
I am not even now aware to whom it is proposed to hand over Batoum. 


1 Lt.-Gen. Sir G. F. Milne was General Officer Commanding-in-Chief, Army of the 
Black Sea. 
2 See No. 497, n. 3. 
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The one stabilizing influence which has kept Trans-Caucasia quiet has 
been our occupation of Batoum. 

I cannot imagine His Majesty’s Government can possibly realize momen- 
tous consequences which must inevitably follow such a step. It will 
undoubtedly be regarded by recently recognized Governments? as clear 
indication that Great Britain takes no further interest in Trans-Caucasia, and 
abandons it to its fate. | 

I most earnestly request that any orders given for evacuation should be 
immediately revoked, and that a decision in the matter be deferred until I 
have been able to submit detailed reasons why such a step should not be 
carried out. 

(Sent to Constantinople, No. 56, and Tehran, No. 37.) 


3 See ibid., n. 5. 


No. 497 
Memorandum! concerning the evacuation of Batum by the Secretary of State 
for Foreign Affairs 
[E 149/1/58] 
Secret LONDON, February 9, 1920 


During my absence abroad? a decision was arrived at by the Cabinet to 
withdraw the comparatively small British force that has hitherto been main- 
tained at Batoum. I believe that this decision was justified by Military 
reasons—the desirability of strengthening General Milne’s forces at Con- 
stantinople, in view of the situation there, and the recent action of General 
Franchet D’Esperey.* 

The political consequences of this step at the present moment can hardly, 
I think, have been fully appreciated. They will, in my judgment, be disastrous. 

We have just committed ourselves to the recognition of the 3 Caucasian 
States of Georgia, Armenia and Azerbaijan:5 and are about to supply them 
with arms, munitions and supplies® to assist them in the struggle for their 
independence with which they are threatened. 


1 This memorandum was circulated to the Cabinet. 

2 Lord Curzon returned to London on Feb. 4 from the Riviera. 

3 This decision had been communicated to General Milne by the War Office in telegram 
No. 835558 C.I.G.S. of Feb. 3: “The Cabinet decided this morning that the garrison at 
Batoum be withdrawn with all convenient speed and quartered under your orders in 
Constantinople and that the command in Constantinople shall remain as heretofore in the 
hands of the British... .’ 

+ At the end of January General Franchet d’Esperey, Commander-in-Chief, Allied 
Armies of the Orient, had withdrawn, without reference to General Milne, some of the 
French troops who formed part of the Inter-Allied force at Constantinople 

S De facto recognition had been accorded by the principal Allied Powers to the Govern- 
ments of Georgia and Azerbaijan on Jan. 10, and to Armenia on Jan. 19 (see Vol. II, No. 65, 
minute 5, and No. 77, minute 2). 

6 In accordance with the Supreme Council’s decision of Jan. 19 (ibid., No. 77, minute 2). 
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That we should choose this moment of all others to withdraw our small 
force from Batoum will be regarded as an act of betrayal by these Com- 
munities and will bring to the ground with a crash the edifice which we and 
they have been at so much pains to rear. 

Mr. Wardrop from Tiflis telegraphs his dismay and implores re-considera- 
tion.? Admiral de Robeck telegraphs from Constantinople that it will still 
further discourage our friends in Russia, and will be regarded as a fresh sign 
of failing strength, while the dream of recovering Batoum will be a fresh 
incentive to pan-Islamism and pan-Turanian activity.® 

Admiral Webb? whom I saw 2 days ago declares that the result will be 
calamitous. 

We are about in the approaching Peace Conference’® to propose the con- 
version of Batoum into a free port with a zone around it to be placed under 
the guarantee of the League of Nations. Such a solution appears to be the 
only guarantee against Batoum becoming a cockpit, not only of fratricidal 
struggles between the Caucasian States, but of revived rivalry between 
larger and more dangerous powers, Turkey, Germany, Russia. 

The moment our forces are withdrawn the Georgians will descend upon 
Batoum and the energies which should be devoted to building a barrier 
against a Bolshevik advance from the Caucasus will be consumed in inter- 
necine strife with the neighbours with whom they have with so much diffi- 
culty been reconciled, but who will not be content to see so rich a prize fall 
uncontested into the hands of a single State. 

As Admiral Webb put it to me the retention of the British garrison at 
Batoum for the short interval before it is handed over to the League of 
Nations, is the keystone of the entire arch. If this be dislodged the whole 
will fall. 

_ JT earnestly entreat my Colleagues to retrace their steps and to refrain from 
insisting upon what I am afraid, if persisted in, may turn out to have been 
a capital error. 


C. of K." 


7 No. 496. 

8 This telegram from Vice-Admiral Sir J. de Robeck, H.M. High Commissioner at 
Constantinople and Commander-in-Chief, Mediterranean, is printed as document No. 681 
in Vol. IV. 

9 Rear-Admiral Sir R. Webb, Assistant High Commissioner at Constantinople. 

10 i.e. the First Conference of London, Feb. 12—April 10, 1920. 

1! Lord Curzon noted on the file, on Feb. 20, that ‘the 2 battalions are to remain for the 
present until other arrangements are made. If the Admiralty will send 2 ships also so much 
the better. By all means ask them.’ 
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No. 498 


Earl Curzon to the Earl of Derby! (Paris) 
No. 514 [E 60/1/58] 


| FOREIGN OFFICE, February 11, 1920 
My Lord :— | 

Mr. Ghambashidze, the Georgian Representative, called here on the 
7th instant, with reference to the wireless report from Moscow which ap- 
peared in the Press on the 6th instant to the effect that there had been a 
rising at Tiflis and Kutais and that both these places were now in the hands 
of the Bolsheviks. I? informed Mr. Ghambashidze that I had no news of any 
such disturbances, and that the last telegram from Mr. Wardrop was dated 
the 5th instant. 

2. Mr. Ghambashidze stated that, unless Georgia was able to receive 
grain with which to feed the people, disturbances were bound to occur: that 
there was a strong undercurrent of unrest both in Tiflis and Kutais and that 
the people were being persuaded by agitators that Bolshevism was their only 
salvation. The Government, he added, were not strong enough to resist the 
movement unless they could obtain food for the populace. It was understood 
that the Italians could ship grain, but that all they had been able to send was 
five hundred tons, which would only suffice to feed Tiflis for two days. 

3. Mr. Ghambashidze learnt at the War Office that there was no possi- 
bility of diverting food stuffs from Constantinople, as our own garrison at 
Batoum was itself on short rations. He had begged them not to send car- 
tridges without food. He considered the position much more serious than 
even Mr. Wardrop realises. He could obtain in England ten thousand tons 
of grain which could be shipped immediately, and had been negotiating a 
shipment in exchange for manganese. Disquieting rumours had, however, 
alarmed the shippers, and he urged His Majesty’s Government to help in 
the matter of guaranteeing credits. The credit required for which Mr. 
Ghambashidze stated that he was authorized to grant security would be 
about Five hundred thousand pounds. 

4. For reasons that will be obvious to Your Lordship there would seem 
to be little probability of His Majesty’s Treasury granting any such credit. 
The situation is however undoubtedly serious, and I have to instruct Your 
Lordship to bring the matter before the Conference of Ambassadors and the 
Supreme Economic Council in Paris, with a view to discussing the possibility 
of Allied action in the direction indicated. 

Iam, &c.,3 

1 H.M. Ambassador at Paris. 


2 Mr. Gambashidze was interviewed by Mr. R. McDonell of the Eastern Department. 
3 Signature lacking on filed copy. 


No. 499 


Mr. Wardrop (Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received February 12, 7.15 p.m.) 
No. 87 Telegraphic [E 65/1/58} 
Most urgent TIFLIS, February 12, 1920, I p.m. 


My telegram No. 84.! 

No telegrams from London have reached me for four days. 

Evacuation of Batoum has begun. 

I wish to point out once again very serious results which are likely to result 
from this sudden action of War Office. 

I cannot accept any (? responsibility for) disorder, loss of life, and damage 
to British interests and prestige which seems inevitable. I still do not know 
whether Batoum is to be transferred to some other occupant or simply 
abandoned. 

If I had been advised of intentions of His Majesty’s Government I might 
have done something. 

Absence of any warning forces me to conclude that some new policy has 
been initiated and that I no longer enjoy confidence of His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment. Conspicuous manner in which I have been ignored greatly weakens 
my position here. 

Pending further information it would seem to me that only course left 
(? in the circumstances) would be? to place my resignation in your Lordship’s 
hands. 

Colonel Stokes is on his way to England and will explain my views on 
situation. 


™ No. 496. 
2 Lord Curzon underlined these two words and wrote below: ‘He does not say ts.’ 


No. 500 
Letter from Lord Hardinge' to Sir W. Goode? (Paris) 
[174634/1015/58] 
Confidential. Urgent. FOREIGN OFFICE, February 13, 1920 


Dear Sir William Goode :— 

I learn from Mr. Waterlow; that you were to see the Representatives of 
Georgia and Azerbaijan in Paris in connection with their desire to obtain 
food supplies (especially flour) for those countries and I write to ask if you 
would kindly let me know whether your conversation with those gentlemen 
led to any practical results, and whether you consider that there is any 
possibility of action being taken in Paris to meet their wishes. 

t Permanent Under-Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs. 

2 British Director of Relief Missions and member of the Supreme Economic Council in 


Paris. 
3 Member of the Central European and Persia Department of the Foreign Office. 
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2. I believe there is an impression that the needs of Georgia and Azer- 
baijan are greatly exaggerated by their Representatives in London and 
Paris. It may be that the actual need of the population is less than that 
prevailing elsewhere e.g. Vienna, but I do not think that sufficient regard 
is had to the political importance of meeting their requirements. As you are 
aware, we have just accorded de facto recognition to the two Republics and 
have promised them arms and munitions ‘and, if possible, food’.4 But both 
the British Representatives in Tiflis and Baku and the Georgian and Azer- 
baijan Representatives in London are constantly reiterating that food is the 
primary necessity, and the Georgian Diplomatic Representative in London 
stated on the roth instant in this Office that it would be a crime to send arms 
without food.5 I do not consider this extreme statement is any exaggeration. 
There is an undercurrent of discontent in the two Republics which is in- 
creasing as a result of failing supplies and rising prices of foodstuffs; this is 
exploited by the Political opponents of the present régime which represents 
order and security. It is equally exploited by the Bolshevist sympathisers 
and propagandists who work with the party of opposition. 

3. On the other hand there are in the Kuban, near at hand, large supplies 
of flour, some of which was even bought by the Georgian Government, 
though Denikin® prevented fulfilment of the contracts. The Bolsheviks are 
anxious to enlist the military assistance of the Republics for the final elimina- 
tion of Denikin and the Volunteer Army and to obtain access to the oil 
supplies at Baku. We, on the other hand, are anxious to stabilize the political 
and economic situation in the Caucasus, in order that it may serve as 
a barrier against a possible Bolshevik military advance instead of becoming 
a free passage for communication between the Bolsheviks and Pan-Islamic 
forces and possibly necessitating our abandoning the greater part of Asia and 
concentrating on the defence of India. 

4. There is, therefore, a struggle between ourselves and the Bolsheviks, 
one side trying to maintain the present anti-Bolshevik Governments of the 
Republics, for which purpose we have given recognition and have promised 
arms, munitions ‘and, if possible, food’, the other side trying to win the 
Republics over to an anti-British and anti-Ally policy, as an all-important 
inducement for which they offer flour and food in abundance, coupled with 
promises of recognition of their independence. 

5. Meanwhile, the present Governments through their Representatives 
in London and our Representatives on the spot, continue to impress on us, 
with all the energy at their disposal, that their position is by no means secure 
and that should hunger and the discontent deriving therefrom continue, a 
crisis must supervene entailing their disappearance before a Bolshevik 
Government which will at once make terms with the Soviet. The strength 
of the Bolshevik movement within the Republics is not based on sympathy 
with the political doctrines of Lenin, but on the sufferings of the population, 


4 See Vol. II, No. 77, minute 2; cf. No. 497, n. 5. 
5 Cf. No. 498. 
6 Commander-in-Chief of the White Russian forces in South Russia. 
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which render them so susceptible to the promises of abundant food from 
South Russia held out by the opponents of the present Governments. 

6. I have gone into the matter at length in order that you may realise the 
political importance of the food question. 

7. You will have seen already the telegram, of which I enclose herein 
a further copy,’ stating that the Azerbaijan Government will shortly have 
a credit of one hundred thousand pounds and that the American Commis- 
sioner can supply flour at once on an undertaking to repay in kind within 
two months. Meanwhile the Georgian Diplomatic Representative here 
hopes to arrange a credit in London by means of which he will purchase and 
ship flour from the Argentine at thirty pounds a ton (as compared with that 
to be obtained at forty shillings a ton from the Kuban if his Government 
agreed to the demands of the Soviet), although it is doubtful if he will succeed. 

8. The matter 1s both urgent and important and [I shall be glad to hear 
if you can do anything at Paris.® 

HARDINGE oF P. 


7 Tiflis telegram No. 35 of Jan. 28, not printed. 

8 In a letter of Feb. 28 in reply to one of Feb. 20 from Col. J. A. Logan (see No. 296, 
n. 1), transmitting a request from Col. Haskell (the Allied High Commissioner in charge of 
relief operations in Armenia) for 4,000 tons of flour for Azerbaijan and Georgia, Sir W. 
Goode wrote: ‘I had previously received a similar enquiry from our own Foreign Office 
to which I had replied that the representatives in Paris of Azerbaijan and Georgia had 
personally informed me, in answer to my enquiries on the same subject, that they had 
supplies of oil and manganese at ports ready for shipment. I also understand that they 
anticipate an immediate credit in London as a result of the sale of oil and I pointed out to 
the Foreign Office that in that event their proper course would be to purchase wheat or 
flour in the ordinary way on the open market or through the Wheat Commission, who 
will doubtless give them every facility.’ Sir W. Goode on the same day sent copies of this 
correspondence to Mr. J. H. Gorvin (see No. 140, n. 2) and asked whether Azerbaijan 
and Georgia had yet been able to make any arrangements for shipping wheat. On March 2 
Mr. Gorvin replied that ‘as the Royal Commission on Wheat Supplies are unable at 
present . . . to contemplate making arrangements for sending supplies to Georgia and Azer- 
baijan, the accredited Representatives of these Republics should get into touch with the 
Baltic Grain firms or one of the British Trading Corporations’. 


No. 501 


Earl Curzon to Mr. Wardrop (Tiflis) 
No. 79 Telegraphic [E 218/1/58] 
Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, February 14, 1920, 6 p.m. 


Please telegraph urgently your views on the best disposal of Batoum town 
and Province in the event of Military considerations rendering evacuation 
inevitable. 

If port with ten-mile radius was internationalized do you see any objection 
to handing over Province to Georgia on understanding that this accretion 
to her territory would be taken into consideration in settling her ultimate 
boundaries? 


564 


No. 502 


Mr, Stevens! (Batum) to Earl Curzon (Received February 23, 1 a.m.) 
No. 14 Telegraphic [E 435/1/58] 
BATUM, February 16, 1920, 7.42 p.m. 


Following from all representatives British firms here begins :— 

We wish to put on record that situation created by sudden orders for 
complete immediate military evacuation, this proving without possibility of 
handing same over to any Government capable of keeping order, threatens 
us with loss of stocks and danger of requisition of incoming cargoes value of 
several millions. If definite evacuation decided upon at least three months’ 
delay necessary for orderly liquidation. It is deeply to be regretted that 
excellent trade with Caucasus and Northern Persia is thus lost including 
certainty of obtaining valuable stocks of cotton, timber, wool and oil. Im- 
mediate reply required through British Consul. Please forward copy this 
wire to Apozantine Ave London, Sibumcom London, Norton Gregory 
Westminster London, British Trade Corporation Austin Friars London and 
Matchless Manchester. Ends.? 

Repeated Prodrome High Commissioner Constantinople Chief Com- 
missioner Tiflis and D.O.T. Foreign Office. 


1 H.M. Consul at Batum. 

2 In his telegram No. 141 of Feb. 18 (not printed) Admiral de Robeck reported that in 
Constantinople ‘representative gentlemen’ had called upon him and reported that the 
evacuation of Batum would have ‘most serious effect on our trade and position in this part 
of the world’. 


No. 503 


Mr. Wardrop ( Tiflts) to Earl Curzon (Received February 17, 8.55 a.m.) 
No. 95 Telegraphic [E 1g91/1/58] 
Very urgent | TIFLIS, February 16, 1920, 7.45 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 79.! 

Numbers 61 to 66 and 68 to 75 and 77 and 78 have not yet arrived.? I 
would have preferred (? British) retention of (? territory) but if town and 
province cannot be held and administered by us in such a way as to make 
our occupation conducive to our prestige, it is better for us to evacuate. 

The (? province) (? should) naturally go to Georgia in that case and in 
final settlement of her frontier she will I believe lay claim to the part of 
Lazistan as far . . .3 west of Rizhe. 


1 No. 501. 

2 Nos. 63 of Feb. 3, 68 of Feb. 7, 72 and 73 of Feb. 10 and 77 of Feb. 13 are not printed: 
the remaining telegrams have not been traced in Foreign Office archives. 

3 The text is here uncertain. 
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Ten miles radius seems somewhat arbitrary boundary for town area. I 
would suggest for urban area such (? extent) (? as) Military Authorities fix 
as the best for effective defence of the port. 

Port must be a free port of transit for all Trans-Caucasia. (? I should) 
(? prefer) ( (? and) so would Georgian Government) that it was held by Great 
Britain as naval base. (? Failing) this it ought to be internationalized and 
held by Allied forces, though I fear that there might be continual friction 
amongst these. Town should have as free administration as possible elected 
by (? bona fide) natives and it should be cleared at once of undesirable aliens. 

I do not quite understand last phrase of your telegram. Georgia seems to 
have (? valid) claim historically, ethnographically and linguistically and I 
do not see why her future demands should be prejudiced by accepting 
province. 

It is most desirable that due warning be given of decision of His Majesty’s 
Government so that transfer of British interests (? may be) accomplished 
quietly and rapidly. Meanwhile Turkish frontier (? is) undefended and 
delay may lead to troublesome raids on province and encourage disorderly 
elements in town to attempt coup de main. 

Pending further instructions I have not made any communication to 
Georgian Government. 


No. 504 


Mr. Wardrop (Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received February 17, 10 a.m.) 
No. 96 Telegraphic [E 216/1/58] 
Urgent TIFLIS, February 16, 1920, 7.45 p.m. 


My immediately preceding telegram." 

I still maintain opinion expressed in telegrams Nos. 84? and 873 and my 
telegram No. 95! is based on the assumption that withdrawal is absolutely 
necessary for military reasons to which His Majesty’s Government must 
submit. 

I feel sure however that the evacuation of port, town and immediate 
vicinity will be regretted and will at once lower British prestige in the East. 
We ought to have the harbour and both ends of the railway and there would 
be no line under our control and our presence in Trans-Caucasus is an 
important moral factor in all three republics and (? further) East and South. 


t No. 503. 2 No. 496. 3 No. 499. 
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No. 505 


Earl Curzon to Mr. Wardrop ( Tiflis) 
Unnumbered Telegraphic [E 65/1/58] 


Very urgent. Private FOREIGN OFFICE, February 17, 1920, 3.15 p.m. 


Delay in replying to your telegram No. 87 of February 12th! has been due 
to desire on my part to secure postponement of military evacuation of 
Batoum which was decided upon by Cabinet in my absence on purely 
military grounds, in order to replenish garrison at Constantinople, danger- 
ously depleted by orders of General Franchet d’Esperey.2, The decision 
contained no reflection whatsoever upon you and you retain my entire 
confidence. I deplore jeopardising of political situation which you have 
laboured so hard in helping me to build up, by considerations over which 
I can exercise little or no control. I am still endeavouring to modify this 
decision, and it is possible that contemplated despatch of British fleet to 
Constantinople may ease the situation. In any case I count upon you to 
mitigate local effects should the military authorities either now or in the 
near future succeed in carrying out their plans. 


' No. 499. 2 See No. 497, n. 3. 


No. 506 


Earl Curzon to General Keyes! (Novorossisk) 
No. 94 Telegraphic [E 46/46/58] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, February 18, 1920, 3.15 p.m. 


Georgian Delegation to Peace Conference ask our assistance in getting 
flour or wheat. Ten thousand tons wanted at once. 

As it appears that Denikin is now on better terms with Georgia would he 
allow flour to be imported from the Kuban?? 

The need is serious and in the discontent due to the food shortage lies the 
chief danger of Bolshevism in these regions so that Denikin’s own interests 
are affected. 

If you think any useful purpose would be served please take an early 
opportunity to sound him. 

Repeat to Tiflis and Constantinople. 


1 Acting British High Commissioner for South Russia. 
2 Gen. Denikin had recently intimated his desire to enter into relations with Georgia. 
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No. 507 
Earl Curzon to Sir H. Dering! (Sofia) 
No. 17 Telegraphic [E 204/1/58) 
Confidential FOREIGN OFFICE, February 18, 1920, 7 p.m. 


Mr. Duvallon, Chairman of British firm of Palmar and Company, has left 
for Sofia to make large purchases of wheat for the Caucasus. In order to 
counteract possible unrest owing to food shortage in Georgia His Mayjesty’s 
Government is anxious that this deal should be concluded. The business is 
of a private nature between Palmar and a Georgian firm and Mr. Duvallon 
is anxious that it should not be known in Bulgaria that the wheat is intended 
for Georgia as Bulgarian dislike for Georgia might compromise the negotia- 
tions. You should give Mr. Duvallon any assistance he may need. If neces- 
sary it might be understood that he is purchasing for general relief purposes. 

1 H.M. High Commissioner at Sofia. 


No. 508 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Wardrop (Tiflis) 
No. 89 Telegraphic [E 376/1/58] 
Very urgent. Confidential FOREIGN OFFICE, February 20, 1920, 7 p.m. 


Cabinet have decided that evacuation of Batoum shall proceed no further 
pending the decision on a proposal that a joint Allied force should hold the 
port until its future destination has been decided by the Peace Conference. 

Please repeat to Teheran and Constantinople. 


No. 509 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Wardrop ( Tifits) 
No. 95 Telegraphic [E 435/1/58] 
Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, February 27, 1920, 10 p.m. 


My telegram No. 89.! 

It has been decided by the Supreme Council? that an Allied garrison at 
Batoum shall be retained for the present, contributed in equal proportions 
by Great Britain, France and Italy.3 

Please repeat to Constantinople, Teheran and Batoum. 

' No. 508. 2 See Vol. VII, No. 27, minute 2. 

3 In his telegram No. 124 of Feb. 29 Mr. Wardrop reported that he had that morning 
communicated the substance of the foregoing telegram to the Georgian Minister-President, 
Minister for Foreign Affairs, and Minister of War, but that it ‘did not seem to give them much 
satisfaction; they said that they counted only on Great Britain and believed fate not only of 
Batoum province but also of Georgia depended on His Majesty’s Government alone.’ He 
added that his own impression was that ‘Georgian Government is anxious to gain prestige 
by acquiring Batoum province, and fears occupation may be prolonged indefinitely’. 


568 


No. 510 


Record of a conversation between Lord Hardinge and Monsieur Topchibachev 


[FE 1177/1/58] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, March 1, 1920 


Monsieur Toptchibachoff, Prime Minister and Head of the Azerbaijan 
Delegation, called on me this morning. 

He expressed his regret at being unable to see you,' especially as he had 
had the pleasure of being heard before you and the Prime Minister in Paris,? 
and he added that he feared it might make an unfavourable impression in 
his country if he were not received before he left in view of the fact that you 
had received members of other Delegations of States occupying a similar 
position to that which he represented. I explained to him that your time is 
fully occupied with the work of the Peace Conference, and that you had 
expressed your great regret at being unable to see him and had asked me 
to do so in your stead. 

The Prime Minister expressed his warm thanks for the recognition of the 
independence of Azerbaijan, and for the initiative taken by His Majesty’s 
Government in recognising the State. His Government were determined to 
maintain their independence at all costs and to lean on the Allies for support 
in maintaining it. The Azerbaijan Government were at this moment in a 
position of considerable danger as they were threatened by a Bolshevik 
invasion. When recently in Paris he had had an interview with Field- 
Marshal Wilson} and Admiral Beatty* when promises of help and support 
were given, but so far nothing had been done. Arms, guns, ammunition and 
uniforms were greatly needed: without these it would be impossible for the 
Azerbaijan Government to maintain themselves if attacked. Special stress 
was laid on the position of Denikin’s fleet at Petrovsk, which the President 
asked should be handed over to Azerbaijan at once before it had been 
destroyed by the Bolsheviks: with these ships in their possession it would be 
possible for the Azerbaijan Government to resist any attack made by the 
Bolsheviks from the sea, and this, he maintained, was the great danger to 
which his Government were exposed. Admiral Beatty, he added, had 
promised to repair the ships if they were brought by his Government into 
port at Enzeli. 

I told the President that I was well aware that the Governments of Azer- 
baijan and Georgia had been consulted as to what were their most pressing 
needs in regard to arms and equipment, but I could not say whether any 
decision had so far been taken to supply these needs or whether this was 
already being done. As regards the fleet at Petrovsk, it was hardly likely that 


t j.e. Lord Curzon, to whom this memorandum was addressed. 

2M. Topchibachev had been one of the representatives of Azerbaijan at the Allied 
meeting in Paris on Jan. 19, 1920 (see Vol. II, No. 77). 

3 Field-Marshal Sir H. H. Wilson, Chief of the Imperial General Staff. 

4 Admiral of the Fleet Earl Beatty, First Sea Lord. 
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General Denikin would be willing to hand over to the Azerbaijan Govern- 
ment ships that belonged to him; presumably he hoped, also, to fight the 
Bolsheviks with these ships when the navigation of the Volga was open. 
Further, I could not see how we or anyone else could ask General Denikin 
to surrender ships in his possession without a quid pro quo: to this the President 
replied that the ships originally belonged to Baku and to Companies in 
Baku and not to the Russian Government. 

The President stated that he had seen an announcement in the papers of 
the policy to be followed by the Allies towards Russia and the opening of 
trade with Russia through the Co-operative Societies.’ Had he not seen this 
he would not have raised the subject, but he would lke me to know that 
some time ago the Soviet Government proposed an alliance with his Govern- 
ment against Denikin but that he had absolutely refused to have anything to 
say to it on the ground that he would not interfere in what he regarded as 
an internal affair of Russia. The situation, however, was changed by the 
new attitude of the Allies: his country desired commercial relations with 
Russia in the same manner as the countries of the Allies; he wished, there- 
fore, to ask me what our opinion would be as to the reply of his Government 
if approached by the Soviet Government with proposals of peace. I replied 
that we regarded his country as in much the same position as that of the 
Baltic States, and that if his Government thought fit to make terms with the 
Soviet Government on equitable conditions no objections would be raised 
here, and no responsibility would be attached to His Majesty’s Government 
for their proper observance.® 

He then referred to the question of Daghestan. He stated that some time 
ago the Republic of Daghestan had been proclaimed but that it had been 
destroyed later by Denikin. He stated that the Republic was ready to con- 
stitute itself afresh and he asked that in that case we would recognise the 
independence of Daghestan, which, he admitted, is in a very disturbed state 
and unable to cope with its internal troubles: he added the inconclusive 
statement that a republican Government based on international recognition 
would be able to cope with the situation.? In the meantime it was vital for 
Azerbaijan that disturbances on its frontiers should be prevented: he there- 
fore proposed to occupy the frontier province of Daghestan so as to maintain 
order and to prevent any hindrance of the commercial relations of Azer- 
baijan. I strongly deprecated any such action on the part of his Government, 
which I said would be pretty certain to bring him into conflict with General 
Denikin, who still claims a sort of moral control over Daghestan. I pointed 
out that Azerbaijan is a very new country and that the best policy would be 

S For the official press communiqué on this subject authorised by the Supreme Council 
on Jan. 16, 1920, see Vol. II, No. 76, minute 1, and Appendix A. 

6 Cf. Vol. XI, e.g. No. 198. 

7 In an undated minute, a copy of which was sent by the India Office to the Foreign 
Office on Feb. 19, Mr. Montagu, the Secretary of State for India, had written as follows: 
‘According to my information it is very little use recognising Azerbaijan and Georgia 


without recognising also Daghestan, upon which so much depends: and I would earnestly 
hope that Lord Curzon would support the idea and recognise Daghestan.’ 
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to consolidate its position at home without embarking upon any policy of 
adventure, and to maintain its frontiers without endeavouring to overstep 
them. I told him that I was absolutely convinced that you would give no 
sort of encouragement to a policy of aggression and territorial aggrandise- 
ment at the expense of another province. 

Finally, before he left I asked him to tell me whether his Government had 
had any relations with, or knew anything of, the intrigues of the Young Turk 
Party, and more particularly of Enver Pasha and Nurri Bey,’ who are stated 
to have been in Azerbaijan. He assured me that he knew nothing of their 
presence in his country and did not believe they had ever been there, although 
it was quite possible that they may have been in hiding. He assured me 
that his Government had never had anything to do with the Young Turks, 
the Turks, or the Turkomans from Turkestan: if Mr. Wardrop, he said, 
hears of their being in Azerbaijan he should telephone at once to Batoum? 
and the Azerbaijan Government would immediately deport any Turk of 
position that might be found there. He asked that Mr. Wardrop should be 
so informed. 

He thanked me for the interview and expressed the hope that he might still 
have the opportunity of seeing you before he left. He struck me as a very 
intelligent man, and he spoke Russian through an interpreter. Owing to my 
knowledge of Russian I was able to learn more than I could possibly have 
heard through a very inadequate interpreter. 


8 Enver Pasha, former Young Turk leader and Turkish Minister of War, had at the end 
of the Firrt World War fled to Germany whence he had proceeded to Azerbaijan by way 
of Russia. Nuri Bey, half-brother of Enver Pasha and former Turkish Commander-in-Chief, 
had escaped from captivity at Batum in Aug. 1919. 

® This word is underlined on the filed copy and a pencilled marginal note reads ‘Baku?’ 


No. 511 


Earl Curzon to Mr. Wardrop (Tiflis) 
No. 100 Telegraphic [E 616/1/58] 


Very urgent. Confidential FOREIGN OFFICE, March 3, 1920, 1.40 p.m. 


My telegram No. 95.! 

Conference has decided that Batoum is to be a free port with a small zone 
behind it under the guarantee of the League of Nations.2, The boundaries of 
this zone have been tentatively fixed and will be worked out later by a 
Boundary Commission. Until the Treaty comes into operation the port will 
be held by an Inter-Allied force. 

Above is for your own confidential information only as Peace Conference 
do not allow premature or partial announcements of their decisions. But 
without revealing the above decisions you might take an opportunity of 


t No. 509. 2 See Vol. VII, No. 27, minute 2. 
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warning the Georgian Prime Minister against exaggerated claims and 


expectations such as are contained in his message communicated in your 
telegram No. 103.3 


3 Of Feb. 18, not printed. Cf. No. 509, n. 3. 


No. 512 


Earl Curzon to Mr. Wardrop ( Tiflis) 
No. 102 Telegraphic [E 783/1/58| 


FOREIGN OFFICE, March 3, 1920, 11 p.m. 
Your telegram No. 71! and despatch No. 38 with enclosure.? 
Treasury is not prepared at present to ask Parliament to sanction any loan 
to the Caucasian Republics. As regards Armenia we have advised them to 


get into touch with financial groups in City of London, which they are doing 
with tolerable prospects of success. 


You should advise Georgia to do likewise. 


1 No. 494. 2 See No. 494, n. 2. 


No. 513 


Mr. Wardrop (Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received March 8, 9 a.m.) 


No. 134 Telegraphic [E 1109/71/58) 


Urgent TIFLIS, March 7,! 1920, 9.20 p.m. 


It is urgent that some announcement be made as to future of Batoum 
Province. 

Georgian Government assert danger of Bolshevik and Turkish activity 
. . 2 menace Georgia and to-day they had ordered detachment to cross the 
frontier of North Eastern (? limit) but I saw (? Prime Minister) and made 
very strong representations which will I hope and believe prevent this rash 
step. 


Addressed to Foreign Office No. 133 (sic), Batoum 29, Constantinople for 
Britforce, 81. 


1 This telegram was drafted on March 6. 
2 The text is here uncertain. 
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No. 514 
Mr. Wardrop (Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received March 10, 10.45 a.m.) 
No. 138 Telegraphic [E 1287/1/58) 


Urgent TIFLIS, March 9, 1920, 10.5 a.m. 
Continued Southern advance of Red Army and menace to Black Sea 
district impel Georgian Government to enquire urgently when they may 
expect Allied aid promised in principle in Your Lordship’s telegram No. 41.! 
Sent to Constantinople 84, Teheran 45. 


1 This telegram of Jan. 21 (not printed) informed Mr. Wardrop of the Supreme Council’s 
decision of Jan. 19 referred to in No. 497, n. 6 above. 


No. 515 
Mr. Wardrop (Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received March 25, 11 a.m.) 
No. 144 Telegraphic [E 2157/1/58] 


Strictly confidential TIFLIS, March 12,! 1920, 4 p.m. 


Fuad Bey? gave following information to our political officer at Baku 
March 7th: Mustapha Kemal‘ has agreement with Lenin to allow Bolsheviks 
free hand in North Caucasus and Azerbaijan in order to secure free passage 
of arms for him. Mustapha Kemal agreed to harass British in Mesopotamia. 
Turks propose shortly (? attempting) coup d’ état, using so-called volunteer 
army of workmen, and Bolsheviks are spending large sums in buying up 
Turkish Officers. Our acting political officer believes situation in Baku 
abnormal and requires immediate action on our part; he says (and I agree) 
that taking over of Caspian fleet by British would steady whole situation. 

There is an impression in Baku that Entente has guaranteed safety of 
Trans-Caucasian Republics and that negotiations with Soviet to that end are 
proceeding. Please inform Colonel Stokes. 

Sent to Teheran 48 and Constantinople 87. 

1 This telegram was drafted on March 11. 


2 Turkish General and former Under-Secretary of State for War. 


3 Major T. Dennis Daly, acting Political Officer in the absence of Col. Stokes. 
4 Leader of the Turkish Nationalist movement, 


No. 516 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Wardrop ( Tiflis) 
No. 118 Telegraphic [FE 1445/134/58] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, March 12, 1920, 9 p.m. 
I am addressing a letter to M. Aharonian! impressing upon him the injury 


1 President of the Delegation of the Armenian Republic, at this time in London. This 
letter is not printed. 
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done to the cause of his people by the outrages which we hear they are com- 
mitting on Moslems and the urgent necessity of following a policy of recon- 
ciliation rather than revenge. 


No. 517 


Earl Curzon to Mr. Wardrop ( Tiflts) 
No. 122 Telegraphic [E 1287/1/58] 


Confidential FOREIGN OFFICE, March 15, 1920, 9 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 138.! 

Caucasus Republics are evidently contemplating coming to terms with 
Soviet Government in which case it would be better to divert arms to enable 
Armenians to defend themselves against the Turks.? 

1 No. 514. 

2 In a note of an interview on March 11 with M. Tchéidzé, President of the Georgian 
Delegation, Lord Hardinge recorded that M. Tchéidzé had said that the Bolsheviks had 
made proposals of peace to his Government offering to recognize their independence. The 
Georgian Government were anxious to conclude peace and ‘invited our assistance to help 
them to do so under conditions which we and the Georgian Government might consider 
satisfactory’. Lord Hardinge had replied ‘that it was useless to ask us for our assistance in 
a matter of this kind, since the British Government is not in diplomatic relations with the 
Soviet Government, but that if the Georgian Government were able to come to terms of 
peace with the Soviet Government on equitable conditions, we would be the very last 
persons to raise any objection .. .’. 


No. 518 


Mr. Wardrop (Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received March 20, 11.30 a.m.) 
No. 149 Telegraphic [E 1895/1/58) 
TIFLIS, March 15, 1920, 11 p.m. 


Situation of Trans-Caucasia inspires anxiety. Red Troops are within short 
distance of Caucasus Range and even if (as rumoured here) Moscow has 
given His Majesty’s Government any promise to stop advance, this will not 
be kept, while the influx of Volunteer Army troops in their present state 
would mean the same as a Bolshevik invasion, for they would probably 
change their flag on arrival and act with paid local agitators. Denikin’s 
troops should be kept north of Caucasus. I would again impress upon His 
Majesty’s Government the enormous importance of holding Trans-Caucasia 
and preventing junction between Reds and Turks. The loss of Railway 
would have far-reaching consequences for many years to come. Batoum 
should be strongly reinforced with sufficient troops to stiffen resistance of 
local Governments. Baku should at once have a sufficient naval personnel 
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and material to make Caspian secure.' Military aid promised in principle 
by Allies should be supplied immediately from surplus stores at Novorossisk 
and distribution of munitions of war, etc., should be entirely under Allied 
control at fixed points in moderate quantities as required from Batoum. 
Small Allied detachments should take up strong strategic positions north of 
Mami (Sonski) and Dariel Passes at points indicated in my telegram No. 92? 
and despatch No. 52.3 Analogous Allied detachment should enter Daghestan 
and take up strong line based on main range of Caucasus. It is reported that 
Reds and Turks there are in open conflict and natives are all tired of both. 

A screen of troops should be interposed between Armenians and Turks. 

The Republics will defend themselves successfully if we take a little trouble 
and show that we are behind them, but fear is growing that our action may 
be deferred till too late. 

Please communicate above to Colonel Stokes for comments.‘ 

Sent to Teheran 50, Constantinople go. 


Note. 
Delay due to interruption of line. 


1 In telegram No. 67 of Feb. 7 to Sir P. Cox, H.M. Acting Minister at Tehran, Lord Curzon 
had written: ‘Position in Caspian is thoroughly understood and was exhaustively considered. 
We should have liked to replace British flotilla and personnel, and were prepared to run 
considerable risks for that object. But Admiralty were unable to sanction the venture unless 
War Office would guarantee the security of Baku, and War Office would not do the latter 
unless two Allied divisions with a third in reserve could be provided to hold the Batoum- 
Baku line. These were not forthcoming, and the scheme was reluctantly dropped.’ This 
telegram will be printed in full in Chap. III of Vol. XIII. 

2 Of Feb. 14, not printed. In the Foreign Office it was noted that both these passes were 
due north of Tiflis. 

3 Of Feb. 15, not printed. 

4 Lord Curzon minuted: ‘These men at a distance, even the best, are apt to lose all 


perspective. C 21/3.’ 


No. 519, 


Admiral Sir F. de Robeck (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received March 23, 2.50 p.m.) 


No. (? 233) Telegraphic [E 2055/1/58] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, March 15, 1920, 11 p.m. 
Sent to Mr. Wardrop. 
Repeated to Foreign Office. 
Your despatch No. 6 of February 23rd.! 
Whilst welcoming denial issued by Azerbaijan Government which has 
been confirmed by Porte, I feel convinced that an understanding exists, if 


1 This despatch to Constantinople has not been traced in Foreign Office archives. 
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not between two Governments at least between Azerbaijan and Turkish 
Nationalists and I consider that we should not provide the former with war 
material of any sort whatever, so long as their army is controlled by or 
‘instructed’ by Turkish officers and Nouri Pasha remains their guest.? 


2 Cf. No. 510, n. 8. Lord Curzon commented: ‘Like Admiral de Robeck I look with 
great suspicion upon the Azerbaijan Govt. which seems always to have one leg in the 
Turkish the other in the Bolshevik camp, its body being poised in unstable equilibrium in 
Entente territory between. C.’ 


No. 520 
Admiral Sir F. de Robeck (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon (Received March 29) 
No. 370/M. 2873 [E 2313/1/58] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, March 18, 1920 
My Lord, 

With reference to my despatch No. 360/M. 2873, dated 16th. March,' 
forwarding a report of a conversation I have had with the Russian General 
Wrangel, I have the honour to inform Your Lordship that in general the 
views expressed by General Wrangel are held by other of the best informed 
Russians I have recently talked with, such as Admiral Bobanow, the most 
efficient Russia[n] Admiral in these parts, who has also been dismissed by 
Denikin. 

2. Therefore I would, without being an alarmist, invite Your Lordship’s 
most serious attention to the growing possibility of a Bolshevist advance on 
Batoum and Baku. 

In the Batoum province the Nationalist Turks are showing a threatening 
attitude on the Southern border; the Georgian Minister called my attention 
to it only two days ago. Mr. Wardrop evidently has doubts respecting Baku 
and the situation in Azerbayjan. 

3. The problem therefore which we have to face in the near future, is the 
junction of the Bolshevik and Turkish National Forces in Baku and Batoum. 

4. The matter is one of grave concern, on which a decision as to our 
attitude and policy must be taken without delay, and for which preparations 
should be made.? 

I have, &c., 
J. M. bE RoBEcK 


1 Not printed. 

2 Lord Curzon minuted: ‘When the Soviet representatives come here [i.e. for trade 
talks] I would make a condition of the negotiations that Bolshevik hostility is dropped in 
Turkestan, Caucasus etc. C 31/5.’ 
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No. 521 


Earl Curzon to Mr. Wardrop ( Tiflis) 
No. 135 Telegraphic [E 2056/1/58] 
Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, March 21, 1920, 12.15 p.m. 


My telegram No. 119! was cancelled without my knowledge or authority. 
The actual frontiers of proposed Batum zone have not been determined and 
question of what will remain in province has therefore not been settled. If 
we create a free port we must provide for road and railway access to it for 
others as well as Georgians. In these circumstances reported advance of 
Georgians into Batum province can only be regarded as most ill-advised and 
War Office report that a Staff officer has already been sent from Batum to 
Tiflis to ask for and demand their withdrawal. 

Caucasian States must be made to understand that these attempts to force 
hands of Conference? and to prejudge ultimate decisions are most reprehen- 
sible and can only alienate British sympathy to which they owe so much. 
You should warn them most seriously in this sense without delay. 

A similar case 1s reported further to East, where Azerbaijan Government 
are said to meditate advance on Zangezur.3 A similar protest and warning 
should be addressed to them. 


t Of March 14, not printed. This had referred to No. 511 and stated: ‘From the 
decision of the Supreme Council . . . that on coming into force of Treaty [of Sévres] 
port of Batoum with small hinterland would become a free port under guarantee of League 
of Nations it followed automatically failing any declaration to the contrary that the rest of 
the Province would fall to Georgia.’ This telegram had been cancelled by Foreign Office 
telegram No. 120 of March 15, not printed. 

2 i.e. the First Conference of London. 

3 Zangezur was one of the areas bitterly disputed by the Armenians and the Tatars of 
Azerbaijan. 


No. 522 


Memorandum on the situation in Transcaucasia by Colonel Stokes! 


[E 1914/71/58) 
FOREIGN OFFICE, March 21, 1920 

Although my immediate concern is with Azerbaijan any British policy 
towards Azerbaijan affects the other Trans-Caucasian States and vice-versa, 
so it seems best to consider our policy towards all the States together. 

The first question which demands an answer is, what is British policy in 
Trans-Caucasia? 

Judging from our actions during the last eighteen months it is difficult to 
find an answer, for to anyone in Trans-Caucasia we appear to have been 
following two mutually antagonistic policies at the same time. On the one 
hand we held out hopes of, and eventually granted, recognition to the Three 


1 Col. Stokes had arrived in England from Baku on March 1. 
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States. On the other hand we gave unstinted support to the Volunteer Army,’ 
the attitude of which towards those States was steadily hostile until the recent 
débacle. No effort that I can trace was ever made to induce the Volunteer 
Army to adopt if not a friendly at least a pacific attitude towards Trans- 
Caucasia.3 Its hostile attitude not only did the Volunteer Army no good but 
actually harm in rendering it fearful of attack in rear. At the same time it 
kept the Trans-Caucasian States in a condition of chronic unrest. Georgia and 
Azerbaijan, which, on learning of the approaching evacuation of our troops 
from their territory, offered to pay for the upkeep of our troops if they were 
allowed to remain, have been ceaselessly and baselessly accused by the 
British Mission with the Volunteer Army of being pro-Bolshevik. Let the 
dead past bury its dead, if it can and will. But what do we want in Trans- 
Caucasia to-day? A short time ago we said we had decided to help the 
three States with arms, ammunition, etc. To-day it appears that we do not 
mean to do so. It may be that we were prepared to furnish arms etc. when 
we wanted the States to oppose the Bolsheviks but are no longer prepared to 
give them as we do not mind if they make terms with the Bolsheviks. But 
suppose that Azarbaijan [stc] makes terms with the Bolsheviks which are 
detrimental to our interests, e.g. 


1. Caspian Sea to be a Russian lake. 

2. No British officials or instructors to be employed (this will make it 
difficult for Azarbaijan to part with her Turks) 

3. No oil to be exported via Batum. 


What will our attitude then be towards Azarbaijan? Consider (3) above: 
at present our Fleet in the Black Sea and the Anatolian Railway depend, 
wholly or partly, on Batum for fuel oil. 

If then we desire Azarbaijan to make no terms with the Bolsheviks that 
may be injurious to us, ought we not to tell her so, explain what we want and 
states [sic] what support or assistance we are prepared to give her in return 
for acting as we desire? 

Azarbaijan and Georgia have a defensive alliance and are agreed in prin- 
ciple to form a Confederation. Armenia, thanks mainly to French intrigues, 
still hesitates to join the Confederation and continues its feud with Azar- 
baijan. 

In Georgia German influence is hard at work and a large Italian Mission 
has recently reached Tiflis.4 The Italians are working for Germany who 
supplies the money. The Germans control the Banco di Roma. One of the 
first results of this activity has been the recent decision of the Georgian 
Government to remove Mr. Gambarbidge [sic] from his position as one of its 
political representatives in London. I judge Mr. Gambarbidge by his deeds, 


2 Mr. Osborne, a member of the Eastern Department, here noted: “This was not a 
Caucasian policy.’ 

3 Lord Curzon noted in the margin: ‘This is not the case.’ 

4 Cf. No. 494, n. 3. Sir J. Tilley, an Assistant Secretary in the Foreign Office, noted in 
the margin “They have left again. J.A.C.T.’ 
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not his words, and I state that no individual of the Trans-Caucasian States 
has given such unmistakeable proof of being pro-British as he has. He is 
accused by his Government of being in British pay. This is not the case and 
he is pro-British because he believes that to be best for Georgia. 

Are we interested in preventing Georgia falling under German influence 
or are we not? During the war Georgia appealed to us for help to keep out 
the Turks and warned us she would have to seek German assistance if ours 
were denied her. We could not help her and she got German help. After 
the Armistice we turned the Germans out and by August 1919 Georgia was 
once again asking for our help. She will certainly turn to Germany if we 
are unable to help her. 

Armenia is run at present by the Dashnaks, formerly a secret society, 
whose methods are those of terrorism. Thanks to French advice Armenia 
has so far refused to confederate with Georgia and Azarbaijan and her feud 
with the Tartars is continued. The French are interested in a copper mine 
in Southern Zangezur and in the Aliat—Julfa Railway. This is why they sup- 
port the Armenian claim to Zangezur.5 They have throughout encouraged 
Armenia in refusing to accept solutions of their difficulties with Azarbaijan 
proposed by British Authorities. Mr. Gracey, our representative at Erivan, 
in a letter to me dated February 25th, 1920, says ‘Poidebard, French 
Captain at Erivan, in an open letter to Khatissian (the Armenian President 
[of the Council]) states that others are robbing France of their glory in their 
part for the recognition of de facto Armenia.’ Mr. Gracey is very pro- 
Armenian, yet he says in another sentence ‘Dirty work has been going on in 
Kars and a few other places, that to keep one’s patience is almost impossible. 
Mr. Wardrop gave one of the Armenian leaders to-day a very straight talk.’ 
There seems to me some likelihood that, as a result of French and Armenian 
propaganda, the Allies will give Armenia far more favourable treatment than 
Georgia or Azarbaijan despite the fact that it has been the misconduct and 
dishonesty of the Armenians which has prevented those concerned in trying 
to keep the situation quiet from achieving success. 

I have so far made no constructive suggestion. It is difficult to do so 
without knowing what are held to be our interests and aims in this region. 
If we want to see the three States form a Confederation under our influence, 
keeping open for us the short route to Persia and serving to some extent as a 
barrier to the southward expansion of Russia we shall need to assert our- 
selves by 


(a) Putting an end to the intrigues and hostile activities of our Allies. 
(6) Helping the three States with 
1. Civil officials 
2. Military instructors 
Ss According to his despatch No. 37 of Feb. 1, 1920, recording his visit to Armenia at the 
end of January, Mr. Wardrop had sent M. Khatissian a telegram on Jan. 23 requesting him 
to withdraw regular troops and artillery from the Zangezur district and to punish those 
guilty of aggression. For a discussion on the boundaries of Armenia by the London Con- 
ference on Feb. 27, see Vol. VII, No. 34, minute 2. 
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3. Arms, ammunition and equipment, this only provided all other 
foreigners, or such as are distasteful to us, are removed. 

4. Advising any of these States which wish to make terms with 
Bolsheviks what terms we consider would be injurious to our 
interests. 


British prestige standsvery high in Trans-Caucasia and neither the French 
nor Italians have any prestige there but we stand to lose all we have if we are 
unable to assert ourselves. 

If we are unable to play an active part and all we want of our representa- 
tives in Trans-Caucasia is that they hold a watching brief and report events, 
let them be told so. If, on the other hand, a policy can be formulated, if only 
in broad outline, let them have it so that they may know what is expected of 


them.® 
C. B. SToKEs 


6 Lord Hardinge and Lord Curzon commented as follows: ‘It is difficult to define our 
policy in Trans-Caucasia, beyond saying that we desire the autonomy, independence and 
eventual federation of the Trans-Caucasian States. We certainly do not want to be com- 
promised there, and if we help the States to stand alone by giving them administrators and 
instructors, it must be done on a commercial and not a political basis. I do not much like 
the action proposed by Col. Stokes on the last page of his note. It would create much friction 
with our Allies and in the end break down, since it would be impossible to keep these States 
as a British preserve. We should at the same time do what we can to encourage the States 
with friendly advice etc. H.’ 

‘Col. Stokes like most loyal men working at a great distance thinks his own locality the 
hub of the universe, imagines that G[reat]. B[ritain]. has little to think of but Georgia and 
Azerbaijan, and has unlimited resources to squander upon them, and because we do not do 
all that he desires accuses us of having no policy. 

“We cannot prevent the intrigues of the French and Italians. It is their way. As for the 
Germans we see them everywhere. 

‘What he does not see is that the Azerbaijanis are by no means spotless. One day they in- 
trigue with the Turks, another they parley with the Bolsheviks. They are a very unstable state. 

‘Again he does not sufficiently see that it is high time these states showed some capacity 
to stand upright, instead of leaning heavily on others. 

‘They do not seem to me to be in much danger except possibly from the Caspian side and 
there we are for military reasons which I greatly regret powerless to help them. 

“By all means let him pick the best men he can find and imbue the people with some of 
his own courage. 

“We are doing our best to help him and them and we will continue. But he must not 
expect cut and dried formulas for a situation which changes every day. C. 28/3.’ 


No. 523 


Mr. Wardrop ( Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received April 4, 10.50 p.m.) 
No. 161 Telegraphic [E 2641/1/58) 
Urgent TIFLIS, March 23, 1920, 9.15 p.m. 
Georgian Minister-President this morning handed to me and French and 
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Italian Representatives long note urgently asking for material aid already 
promised in principle by Allies last January.! 

Georgia wishes to maintain neutrality in Russian affairs, but if attacked 
would defend herself. She remains faithful to Allies but must have support. 

She has some doubt as to real attitude of Allies towards Bolsheviks and 
public opinion fears that delay in sending help promised is due to change of 
policy of His Majesty’s Government. It would be well if His Majesty’s 
Government could state definitely whether they have made terms with Bol- 
sheviks and propose to give latter free hand in Trans-Caucasia. 

Not only Georgian military road, Baku,? and Gagri are in imminent danger 
of attack, but 2,000 Turks at Olti threaten Akhadzikhe and Ardahan. 

I urgently beg Your Lordship to inform me whether help is to be sent and 
when. Situation is very grave and I strongly advise immediate action. 

Note follows by Messenger.3 

Sent to Teheran No. 54, Constantinople No. (? 100). 

™ See No. 500, n. 4. 

2 This word was underlined and queried in the Foreign Office. 

3 Not printed. Received April 4 as enclosure in Tiflis despatch No. 107 of March 23. 


No. 524 
Mr. Wardrop (Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received April 4, 9 a.m.) 
No. 166 Telegraphic [E 2642/1/58] 
TIFLIS, March 25, 1920, 9.10 p.m. 


Following from Political Officer, Baku. Begins: 

I have been informed by Sergiev' that Dratsenko? has issued orders 
absolving officers and men from further service. This implies abandonment 
of Petrovsk; crews of (Europe ?) and Dmitri Donsk[(o|13 have left their ships and 
further dissolution feared by Sergiev but he stated he can depend on loyalty 
of half of Volunteer Fleet. Sergiev must go to Baku or Enzeli and Ashurada 
after loss of base. Sergiev states that his last instructions even if he lost base 
[? were] to place fleet (? under the) protection of British at Enzeli retaining 
Russian flag and interior administration. Sergiev now willing to (? hand 
over) (? to) British at Enzeli or Baku but will not hand over to Persia or Azer- 
baijan. Willing to return unarmed ships to Russian companies who owned 
them after removing refugees from Petrovsk. Azerbaijan willing to supply 
oil for immediate needs of Fleet. Azerbaijan Government state they have 
reliable information that it is intention of Bolsheviks to attack Trans- 
Caucasian Republics and they ask for a categorical (? statement) from Allies 
that they can depend on material and diplomatic support as promised 
months ago. As Azerbaijan (? must) determine at once her attitude towards 
Bolsheviks she asks for immediate assurance of Allied support; if accorded, 

* Admiral Sergiev, Commander of the Russian Volunteer fleet on the Caspian Sea. 


2 General Dratsenko, Commander of the Volunteer Forces at Petrovsk. 
3 The Europe and Dmitri Donskoi were cruisers. 
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will encourage her to resist with all her force Bolshevik aggression. If this 
assurance is not given, Azerbaijan will not be in a position to resist attack 
and will no doubt attempt to come to terms with Bolsheviks. 


No. 525 


Mr. Wardrop (Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received April 6, 6.30 p.m.) 
No. 167 Telegraphic [E 2750/1/58] 
TIFLIS, March 26, 1920, 9.15 p.m. 


Azerbaijan Minister for Foreign Affairs asks whether decision to grant 
diplomatic and material support against Bolshevik aggression still holds good. 

I have replied that I have no information of any change of policy. 

His Excellency asked that pressure be put on Volunteer Army to evacuate 
Derbent with a view to its occupation by Azerbaijan. I said I could not 
advise any expedition beyond present frontier. 

He enquired what would happen to volunteer ships on loss of their base at 
Petrovsk, which was imminent. 

I was unable to answer. 

Addressed to Constantinople 105, Teheran 58. 


No. 526 


Mr. Wardrop (Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received April 7, 10 a.m.) 
No. 171 Telegraphic [E 2826/1/58) 
TIFLIS, March 26, 1920, 9.30 p.m. 

Following dated March 26th received from Acting Political Officer, Baku. 
Begins :— 

Melikaslanoff! stated that Government is at wits’ end how to maintain 
confidence of Parliament in Entente, he said that different political parties 
were attacking Cabinet saying that Allies only promised help but nothing 
ever materialised even now when victorious red bands were rapidly rolling 
down on Azerbaijan. He said that if Government could only produce small 
present proof of future material aid much would be done to quell growing 
Pan-Germanism. 

If only a few rifles or uniforms could be paraded as proof. 

Daghestan already turning Bolshevik and Cabinet fears infection spread- 
ing to Azerbaijan as mass of people consider Azerbaijan cannot offer real 
resistance without effective Allied help. He said that opposition announced 

. .2 Allies have sent Armenia considerable war supplies, thus explaining 
Shusha troubles.3 

* Khudadat Bek Melik Aslanov, Minister of Trade and Communications in the Azer- 
baijan cabinet formed at the end of Dec. 1919. 


2 The text is here uncertain. 
3 Presumably a reference to repeated frontier incidents in the Karabagh area. 
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He begged, if possible, that Your Excellency should deny this officially 
in order to quell anti-Allied agitation. 

Cabinet does not forget British support in past but people do not see this, 
only recognising present danger. Ends. 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 109 and Teheran No. 58 [sic]. 


No. 527 


Mr. Wardrop (Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received April 12, 11.45 a.m.)# 
No. 178 Telegraphic [E 2977/1/58) 
Strictly confidential and urgent TIFLIS, April 1, 1920, II p.m. 


Your telegram No. 122 received to-day.? 

I do not believe Georgian and Azerbaijan Governments will come to an 
agreement with Soviet if Allies fulfil pledge given on February 24th to 
support them against unprovoked aggression.3 

If this pledge is unfilfilled [stc], policy I have been endeavouring to carry 
out, believing it to be that of Your Lordship, will have ended in failure and 
lasting loss of prestige. 

As for Armenian Government I may point out that Bolshevik excesses 
at Baku in March, 1918, were generally believed by Mussulmans to be 
organised by Armenia and I understand that Bolshevik Army now at 
Petrovsk contains large number of Armenians. 

Referring to decision of London of March 25th* confidentially communi- 
cated to me by my Italian Colleague I venture to point out that, if southern 
part of Batoum province and adjacent region of Lazistan be given to Armenia, 
serious trouble is inevitable, and I do not think any possible British financial 
interest in Kars—Batoum railway would outweigh disadvantages of handing 
over population to an uncongenial ruler. 


! The original copy of this telegram appears to have been received on April 8: only the 
amended copy as here printed has been traced in Foreign Office archives. 

2 No. 517. 

3 The reference is to Mr. Bonar Law’s statement of this date in the House of Commons. 
The statement included the following passage: “If the communities which border on the 
frontiers of Soviet Russia, and whose independence or de facto autonomy they have recog- 
nised, were to approach them and to ask for advice as to what attitude they should take 
with regard to Soviet Russia, the Allied Governments would reply that they cannot accept 
the responsibility of advising them to continue a war which may be injurious to their own 
interests. Still less would they advise them to adopt a policy of aggression towards Russia. 
If, however, Soviet Russia attacks them inside their own legitimate frontiers, the Allies will 
give them every possible support’ (125 H.C. Deb. 5s., cols. 1501-2). 

* See Vol. VII, No. 71, minute 4, and appendix 1. 
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No. 528 
Mr. Wardrop (Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received April 10, 6 p.m.) 
No. 181 Telegraphic [E 3023/17/58) 

Very urgent TIFLIS, April 3,' 1920 
Following telephone message received 3 p.m. today from Baku. Begins:— 
Petrovsk evacuated completely. Volunteer fleet sailed for Enzeli and were 

refused permission to enter harbour except some ships, and crews will im- 
mediately be interned. Guns were trained on these when they approached 
harbour, thereupon fleet left for (? Baku.) 8 ships have arrived already and 
others will arrive this afternoon. Azerbaijan has agreed to allow crews to go 
free and to give financial aid. Ships will be interned in Baku harbour. 

Negotiations now going on between Admiral Sergieff and Azerbaijan 
Government. 

Two Bolshevik ships, destroyer class, seen on Caspian. There is a lot of 
ill-feeling regarding reception at Enzeli. Some officers will go to Crimea. 
Refugees will be looked after by Azerbaijan. Ends. 

This was immediately followed by another telephone message stating that 
Sergieff, now outside Baku, proposes to hand over whole of fleet to Azer- 
baijan this afternoon unless I object. In latter case could possibly remain at 
sea four or five days. I have replied in absence of any instructions from you 
that I can take no responsibility in the matter and cannot advise him to 
hand over. 

I understand Enzeli was acting on instructions from Teheran. 

Repeated to High Commissioner, Constantinople, for Gommander-in-Chief, 
(? Salonica) and Britforce No. 115, and Teheran No. 59. 


' Forwarded from Constantinople at 10.40 a.m. on April Io. 


No. 529 


General Sir G. F. Milne (Constantinople) to the War Office! 
(Received April 5, 10 a.m.) 


G.C. 473 Telegraphic [E 2843/1/58] 


Secret CONSTANTINOPLE, April 4, 1920, 7 p.m. 


Paragraph 1. Navy at Tuapse reports Reds already south of that place and 
their objective is said to be Batum. In view of this threat to Batum and 
Georgia and of the general Red threat to (?) Transcaucasia revealed in 
Wardrop’s telegram (?) 166 of March 25th to Prodrome? and my G.C. 466 
of April 2nd,} it is essential to know the (?) Allied policy as regards: 


(A) The Caucasus in general. 
(B) Batum town and province. 


1 A copy of this telegram was sent to the Foreign Office by the War Office on April 6. 
2 No. 524. 3 Not printed. 
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As regards (A), see two above quoted wires. It is doubtful however whether 
it is not already too late, even if it were advisable to do so of which I am 
very doubtful, to help the Transcaucasian Republics with material. As 
regards (B), the distance from Tuapse to Batum is roughly 200 miles and 
the coast road is the only (?) road as far as Sukaun, south of which place the 
country opens out. The defences of Georgian armies Batum [sic]+ from an 
advance from Tuapse therefore is initially for the navy who should be able to 
blockade this road effectively north of Sukaun or Gagri . . .5 once the Reds 
passed Sakaun, the defence of Batum and Poti becomes one chiefly for land 
(?)forces. In these circumstances considerable reinforcements would be neces- 
sary if the Allies are to hold Batum since the British troops now there (2 
battalions and one battery) are only sufficient to keep order, and the Italian 
and French troops of the ‘Inter-Allied garrison’ show no signs of materializ- 
ing. Tosum up. The following points require to be made quite clear: 

1. Are the Allies going to (?)back Transcaucasian Republics with 
material? 

2. If so, when and from where can this material be delivered in sufficient 
(?)time to be of (?)use? 

3. Are the Allies going to try to prevent the (?)advance of the Reds into 
Georgia by force of arms? 

4. Do the Allies intend to defend Batum only? 

Paragraph 2. See telegrams from (?) H[igh] Commissioner to Foreign 
Office (?) April 2nd numbers 3217 and 324.3 We (?) appear to have reached 
the parting of the ways. Are we going to allow the Caucasus to be over-run 
by the Bolsheviks who will then be in direct touch with the Turkish National- 
ists, with consequent threats to Persia and elsewhere? Are we prepared to 
stand by and watch the massacre of the better classes in the Crimea, Batum 
and elsewhere? These... .5 can (?) only be prevented either by negotiations 
or by force but whichever course is to be adopted it is (?) essential that (?) 
an early decision be reached in order that we may not be caught napping as 
we were at Novorossisk. (?) Should we decide to retain Batum we are more 
(?) likely to have the Georgians against us than with us. Already they are (?) 
talking of stopping railway communications with the town. I cannot press 
for an early decision too strongly.® 


4 The text here is obviously corrupt but no other copy has been traced in Foreign Office 
archives. 

5 The text is here uncertain. 

6 Cf. No. 509. 

7 No. 675 below. 

8 In their covering letter of April 6 the War Office enquired what answer should be 
returned to General Milne ‘as regards questions 3 and 4 at the end of paragraph 1 of his 
telegram’. In their reply of April 14 the Foreign Office stated that ‘it is not part of the 
policy of H.M.G. to prevent by force of arms the advance of the Bolsheviks into Georgia. 
His Lordship is however of the opinion that Batoum should be defended and as the Army 
Council are aware the Admiralty have already issued instructions to the Navy [see No. 532 
below] on whom, as Gen. Milne states, the initial responsibility will fall’. 


585 


No. 530 


Mr. Wardrop ( Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received April 10, 10.30 p.m.) 
No. 184 Telegraphic [E 3024/1/58] 


Very urgent TIFLIS, April 4,' 1920, 
Following received from Political Officer Baku No. 44 of April 4th. Begins. 
Sergieff informs me that owing to decision of authorities at Enzeli to 

intern fleet and crew if they entered harbour? (? he had been) compelled 
to come to Baku and had agreed to hand over fleet to Azerbaijan subject to 
approval of his officers. 

Before definitely asking officers to approve his action he wished to know 
if British were prepared to accept responsibility that (? fleet) should remain 
outside Baku pending decision of British Government as to ultimate decision 
as to fate of fleet. 

I was given one hour to reply. 

Acting under instructions from you by telephone I informed Sergieff that 
you were not prepared to accept this responsibility as situation had been 
reported and reply had been received, at same time I stated that handing 
over of fleet to Azerbaijan did not meet with your approval. 

Have received reliable information that Bolsheviks intend to make further 
attempt to overthrow Government (? here). 

Military Governor informs me that he seized 20 barrels of explosives 
yesterday and that he made numerous arrests. 

Consider that sending of best regular troops by Azerbaijan to Karabagh 
leaves Baku dangerously weak to meet any determined rising of Bolsheviks. 

Persian Commissioner most pessimistic and informed me handing over of 
fleet to Azerbaijan tantamount to handing over to Bolsheviks as Baku would 
be in Bolshevik hands within 1 month (? and) whilst not wishing to exag- 
gerate significance of this information consider situation less easy owing to 
fact that Azerbaijan has despatched best troops against Armenia. 

Repeated Teheran 61. Constantinople 118. 


1 This telegram appears to have been drafted at Tiflis on April 4 and forwarded from 
Constantinople on April 10 at 4 p.m. 


2 Cf. No. 528. 
No. 531 
Admiral Sir F. de Robeck (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received April 23) 
No. 481 [E 3676/17/58} 
CONSTANTINOPLE, April 6, 1920 
My Lord, 


I have the honour to inform Your Lordship that on the grd instant, 
M. Rtzkhiladzé, the Georgian Representative in Constantinople, called upon 
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me, in order, as he said, to discuss the situation in Transcaucasia and to ask 
my advice. 

2. M. Rtzkhiladzé stated that, as the result of the capture of the Volun- 
teer Army and the over-running of the Cossack provinces by the Bolsheviks, 
the situation for Georgia both externally and internally had become one of 
extreme gravity. The Bolsheviks had taken Vladikavkaz, Novorossisk and 
Petrovsk, and there was real danger of their continuing their advance into 
the Transcaucasian States. He asked what action the British would propose 
to take, should they advance against Batum. Consequent on the misguided 
policy of the Erivan Government in the Karabagh district and the oppressive 
measures carried out against the Tartar population, the Azerbaijan Govern- 
ment had been obliged to transfer troops to that district, and the northern 
frontiers of the State were, in consequence, not sufficiently well guarded 
for a successful defence to be opposed to any Bolshevik force which might 
advance south. 

The situation in Daghestan was confused. There were three parties, the 
Bolshevik, the pro-Turk, and the Nationalist, none of which controlled the 
country; it could therefore oppose no effective resistance to the Bolsheviks. 

3g. M. Rtzkhiladzé then adverted to the situation in the Batum province. 
He stated that some time ago, in anticipation of trouble arising on the with- 
drawal of the British Garrison of Batum, a few hundred Georgian troops had 
been moved into the province and were now stationed in places of no 
military importance. General Cooke-Collis' had issued instructions that 
these troops were now to withdraw to the Georgian side of the frontier. This 
had had the effect of producing in Georgia an universal outburst of popular 
feeling which had placed the Government in a very difficult position. These 
few hundred Georgian troops were where they were solely to preserve order 
and to protect the Georgian population against the Russian and Turkish 
elements, whose attitude indicated that disorders might at any time break 
out. Should the British Authorities insist upon these troops withdrawing 
from the Batum province, the present Government of Georgia could not re- 
main in office in face of the blow to the genuine national feelings aroused 
over the question. Should this Cabinet go out, he saw no prospect of a new 
one being formed which would command sufficient authority in the country 
to be able to organize and use the power of the nation so as to offer resistance 
to the Bolshevik menace from the North. M. Rtzkhiladzé asked whether it 
could not be arranged that the Georgian forces now in the Batum province 
should remain there under the command of British officers and as a part of 
the British forces of occupation. Should such a compromise be agreed to, 
he proposed himself to proceed to Tiflis to urge upon his Government the 
necessity for at once taking all possible military measures to resist any ad- 
vance on the part of the Bolshevik forces into Georgia. He, however, felt that 
without some assurance as regards the Georgian troops in the Batum pro- 
vince, there was nothing to be gained by such a journey. 

4. M. Rtzkhiladzé further asked what the situation was as regards the 

' Lt.-Gen. W. J. N. Cooke-Collis was General Officer Commanding, Batoum. 
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provision of military material by the Allies to Georgia to enable her to fight 
the Bolsheviks. He stated that there was now in Constantinople a delegation 
of two Georgian Generals in connection with this matter. They had, some 
two months ago, been informed by General Foch that the Allies had agreed 
to supply arms and military equipment to Georgia, and that these would be 
despatched from the stocks existing at Constantinople. Since then nothing 
further had developed, and in view of the recent Bolshevik successes it was 
a matter of urgency that matters should be pressed forward. 

5. In reply to M. Rtzkhiladzé’s observations, I informed him that, whilst 
I was glad to have had the opportunity of hearing his views on the situation 
in Transcaucasia, these territories were not within the area with which I was 
concerned as High Commissioner, and it therefore appeared to me desirable 
that he should address himself directly to General Milne with reference to 
the points which he had raised, the Batum province being within the Military 
sphere under his command. 

My personal opinion, I told him, was that it seemed to be almost inevitable 
that the Bolsheviks would continue their advance into Transcaucasia, and 
that I therefore shared his views on the extreme gravity of the situation for 
the Georgian State. It appeared to me that the Georgian Government 
would do well at once to proclaim general mobilisation and to take all 
possible military measures so as to be in a position to offer effective resistance 
to the Bolsheviks. Should it do this, it would be in a strong position to claim 
support in the provision of arms and material from the Allied Powers. Until, 
however, Georgia had shown by its actions that it had determined to help 
itself against the Bolshevik menace to the full extent of its powers, there might 
be some justification for the Powers possibly feeling that any military assis- 
tance they might give would not be made the best use of. 

As regards the Georgian troops in the Batum province, I could of course 
not express any opinion. Speaking unofficially, however, it appeared to me 
that such troops would be better employed on the frontiers against the 
Bolsheviks than in being retained in their present position contrary to 
the instructions of the Allied authorities who were acting in execution of the 
wishes of the Supreme Council. M. Rtzkhiladzé, I said, might rest assured 
that Georgia might place entire confidence in the justice of the decisions which 
the Allies might arrive at with regard to the future status of Batum, and 
might be sure that Georgian interests would receive all possible considera- 
tion. 

Action such as keeping Georgian troops in the province contrary to instruc- 
tions issued by the Allied Authorities, could but be prejudicial to the real 
interests of Georgia. The suggestion which M. Rtzkhiladzé had made, that 
such troops might remain under British Officers as part of the Allied forces 
of Occupation, did not seem to me to be a practical one, and would probably 
result in the other Transcaucasian States equally claiming a right to send 
detachments to participate in the occupation. As Batum was the port for the 
whole of Transcaucasia, it would be difficult to argue against the justice of 
such a claim, once the presence of Georgian troops had provided a precedent. 
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Whether the situation which might thus arise was likely to prove advan- 
tageous to Georgia was a matter to which His Excellency might think it 
advisable to give consideration. 
6. M. Rtzkhiladzé then left, stating that he would seek an early oppor- 
tunity to discuss the points he had raised with General Milne. 
I have, &c., 
J. M. DE RoBEck 


No. 532 


The Admiralty to Admiral Sir F. de Robeck (Mediterranean, Afloat)! 
No. 866 Telegraphic [E 2938/1/58] 
Secret ADMIRALTY, April 8, 1920. 


Your 16Z.?_ If Bolsheviks attempt to march by coast road to Batum 
measures should be taken to stop them. 


t A copy of this telegram was transmitted on April 8 by the Admiralty to the Foreign 
Office, where it was received on April 9. 

2 Of April 4, not printed. This telegram stated that a report ‘not yet confirmed’ had been 
received to the effect ‘that Bolsheviks intend marching by coast road to Batum’ and en- 
quired whether measures should be taken to stop them. A copy of the telegram was sent to 
Lord Curzon by Lord Beatty under cover of a letter of April 7 in which he wrote: ‘I propose 
to reply to the Commander-in-Chief’s telegram in the affirmative. Do you concur?’ 

A note on this letter recorded that Lord Beatty’s query had been ‘answered (by telephone) 
in the affirmative by direction of the S[ecretary] of S[tate].’ 


No. 533 


Earl Curzon to Mr. Wardrop (Tiflis) 
No. 156 Telegraphic [E 3070/134/58] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, April 11, 1920, 5 p.m. 


On Thursday! I saw an Armenian Deputation consisting of Boghos Nubar 
Pasha,? the Archbishop of Erivan and M. Aharonian, and while explaining 
steps which we were taking for creation of an independent Armenia, spoke 
to them in the strongest possible manner about foolish and indefensible 
conduct of their compatriots on North-Eastern frontiers of Armenia. I read 
out detailed list of outrages committed since beginning of year by Armenians 
on one hand and Tartars on other, showing a heavy balance against Armen- 
ians, and told them that we were not at all keen about giving them arms 
to fight Turks which they would almost certainly use to fight Azerbaijan. 
I said that there was very little chance of League of Nations or anyone else 
consenting to look after Armenia in future if they showed such complete 

1 i.e. April 8. 

2 Armenian representative at the Peace Conference and a member of the Armenian 
Delegation in London, see No. 516 above. 
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instability and love of disorder and that their only chance was to stop these 
proceedings and carry out the agreement of November last.3 I further said 
that my idea would be to appoint Military Commissions to demarcate 
boundaries with Georgia and Azerbaijan after Peace Treaty with Turkey 
was signed: and that till then it was essential that peace should be maintained. 
Boghos promised to telegraph at once in strongest terms to Erivan. 

3 i.e. the Agreement signed at Tiflis by the Prime Ministers of Armenia and Azerbaijan 
on Nov. 23, 1919, by which the two Governments bound themselves inter alia ‘to terminate 
collisions now happening and not to have recourse to armed force’ and ‘to settle all disputed 
questions including frontier question by peaceful agreements pending decisions Conference 
contemplated’; cf. No. 542 below, n. 5. 


No. 534 
Earl Curzon to Admiral Sir F. de Robeck (Constantinople) 
No. 314 Telegraphic [E 2977/1/58] 
Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, April 12, 1920, 3.45 p.m. 


Following for Wardrop Tiflis No. 158. Your tel. No. 178. 

We are in favour of Republics making peace with Soviet Government and 
have so informed representatives here. 

Confidential. Arms available for supplies to three Republics are very limited 
and need of Armenia who will have to defend herself against Turks is 
greatest, but we are considering possibility of sending arms to Batoum as soon 
as possible and settling distribution when they get there according to then 
state of affairs and deserts of recipients. Conduct of Georgia in Batoum 
province is at present against her having any share. 

With reference to last paragraph of your telegram British financial in- 
terests have not been considered in connection with Armenian frontiers; 
problem is how to give new State access to sea. Lazistan cannot possibly 
be constituted an independent State and its people are believed to be quite 
capable of looking after themselves in their future relations with Armenia 
should sovereignty of latter be admitted. 

1 No. 527. 


No. 535 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Wardrop (Tiflis) 
No. 160 Telegraphic [E 2826/1/58] 
Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, April 12, 1920, 6 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 171.! 
You should officially deny that Allies have hitherto sent any arms or other 
military supplies to Armenia. 
Repeated to Constantinople No. 319. 
1 No. 526. 
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No. 536 
Mr. Wardrop (Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received April 15, 11 p.m.) 


No. 195 Telegraphic [E 3269/134/58] 
TIFLIS, April 12, 1920! 

Fighting between Azerbaijan[{i]s and Armenians is now proceeding on 
an extended front. On both sides it would seem to be of a more desperate 
character. My French Colleague and my Italian Colleague and I have 
fruitlessly endeavoured by all means to bring about a cessation of hostilities. 

The Allies are openly blamed for not employing every means possible to 
stop this ceaseless and (? merciless) effusion of blood. 

I can only repeat again that I feel sure a comparatively small number of 
well chosen British officers and men (or failing that, possibly Allied (? officer)s 
and men) would be able to keep order in contested (? zones) of (? Kara- 
bagh), (? Zangezur) and (? Nakhitchevan) and it would seem to be agreed 
that no other remedy at present would prove effective. 


1 This telegram appears to have been drafted at Tiflis on April 12 and forwarded to 
London from Batum via Basra radio on April 14 at 1.10 p.m. 


No. 537 
Earl Curzon to the Earl of Derby (Paris)! 
No. 1200 [E 2763/21/58] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, April 13, 1920 
My Lord, 

As you are aware, the Supreme Council at a meeting in Paris on January 
19th, adopted the principle of sending help to the three Caucasian Republics 
in the shape of arms, munitions and, if possible, food.2, The General Officer 
Commanding, Constantinople, acting under the instructions of the Chief of 
the Imperial General Staff, detailed an officer to visit the three countries and 
report on their requirements, and on the receipt of these reports the War 
Office considered how far they could supply the military equipment needed 
from the surplus stocks available in this country. It has, however, only been 
found possible to furnish a comparatively small proportion of the total 
required but this it is proposed to ship at once to Batum for distribution on 
arrival by the British authorities on the spot as the then state of affairs and 
deserts of the recipients may dictate. 

Your Lordship should inform the French Government of the action taken 
by His Majesty’s Government on the resolution of the Supreme Council and 
ask them if they are in a position to despatch arms and military supplies on 
the same terms unless, of course, they see any objection to this procedure. 

Iam, &c., 
Curzon OF KEDLESTON 


™ A similarly worded despatch (No. 326 to Rome) was sent on the same day to Sir G. 
Buchanan. 2 Cf. No. 497, n. 6. 
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No. 538 
Note from Earl Curzon to the French Ambassador' 
[E 3096/1/58) 


Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, April 13, 1920 

Your Excellency :— 

In reply to the Memo. which you communicated to me on April oth 
regarding the question of the defence of Batum against a possible joint 
attack of Bolsheviks and Georgians,? I have the honour to inform Your 
Excellency that H.M.G. are entirely in favour of defending that place should 
the menace materialize, and that they welcome French co-operation and 
are inviting that of the Italian Govt. also. 

t Only the draft of this note, approved by Lord Curzon, is preserved in Foreign Office 


archives. 
2 Not printed. 


No. 539 
The War Office to General Sir G. F. Milne (Constantinople)! 
0152/5387 Telegraphic [E 3294/1/58] 


No. date.' 


Your telegrams G.C. 466 of 2nd April? and I. 8326 of 26th March.; 
Foreign Office consider that you should not eject Georgians from Province 
of Batoum by force as they consider any such procedure might lead to greater 
difficulties than those entailed by premature occupation of the country by 
Georgians. 

' The copy of this telegram preserved in Foreign Office archives has neither number nor 
date. It was transmitted to the Foreign Office by the War Office on April 15. 

2 Not printed: see No. 529. 

3 Not printed. 


No. 540 
Note from Earl Curzon to the Italian Chargé d’ Affaires 


[E 3025/71/58] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, April 16, 1920 
Sir :— 
I have the honour to inform you that telegraphic advice has been received 
from both His Majesty’s Chief Commissioner for Transcaucasia! and from 
His Majesty’s Commander in Chief at Constantinople? to the effect that the 


t In Tiflis telegram No. 182 of April 3 (received April 11), not printed. 
2 In telegram I. 8391 of April 11 from Gen. Milne to the War Office, not printed. 
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Representative of the Italian Government in Tiflis has communicated 
privately to the Georgian Government certain preliminary decisions of the 
Conference of Allied Ambassadors concerning the Province and Port of 
Batoum. 

I need hardly point out to you the extreme undesirability and even risk 
of such unofficial communications or the necessity of bringing this very 
serious breach of confidence on the part of the Italian Representative to the 
immediate notice of your Government. 

Such regrettable leakage greatly prejudices the work of the Conference 
and with this in view a special appeal was lately made for the maintenance 
of secrecy until the final decisions are published. 

In the present instance the action of the Italian Representative may 
seriously endanger the position of the British force at Batoum, and I would 
express the hope that the Italian Government will send their detachment 
to assist in the occupation of the town at the earliest possible moment. 

I have, &c.,3 


3 The signature is missing from the filed copy. 


No. 541 


Mr. Wardrop (Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received April 20, 2.20 p.m.)! 
No. 207 Telegraphic [E 3505/1/58] 
Very urgent TIFLIS, April 18, 1920, 7 a.m. 

Azerbaijan Minister for Foreign Affairs called on me today and expressed 
grave fears of Bolshevik attack. He said some 10,000 troops were available 
for invasion from North and small force was already actually on Samur front 
threatening Yalama. 

I told him I had no reason to believe Allies’ policy had changed since 
February 24th when ‘Every possible support’ was promised by Supreme 
Council,? and understood action had been taken with regard to despatch of 
military material to Batoum (your telegram unnumbered April 12th most 
immediate)3 forwarded from Constantinople. 

Trans-Caucasian Conference* seems to be working satisfactorily and (? 
Mixed) Commission of Enquiry has already left for Karabach and other 
disturbed areas. 

Sent to Constantinople 128, Teheran 67. 


™ As originally received the text of this telegram was very corrupt and a repetition was 
asked for. This was received in the Foreign Office at 10 p.m. the same day. The later text 
is printed here. 

2 Cf. No. 527, n. 3. 

3 This bracket should probably be at the end of the sentence. The reference appears to 
be to No. 534. 

4 Cf. No. 542 below, n. 5. 
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No. 542 


Lord Hardinge to Earl Curzon (San Remo)! 
No. 26 Telegraphic [E 3617/1/58] 


Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, April 21, 1920, 5 p.m. 


Question of Caucasus has become acute owing to fact that 30,000 Cossacks? 
are being pursued along coast towards Batoum by Soviet troops which are 
being shelled by our naval units in Black Sea. Tchicherin telegraphs this 
through Reval adding he assumes you have not received his telegram of 
April 14th.3 It is confirmed by Admiralty. 

Might we not point out to him that in your telegram of April 17th* you 
stated clearly that failing acceptance of mediation and suspension of Southern 
offensive His Majesty’s Government would be obliged to order H.M. Ships 
in Black Sea to protect army in Crimea; that this applies equally to remnants 
of forces in Caucasus; that His Majesty’s Government are asking Georgian 
Government not to molest these forces but to give them asylum in Georgian 
territory, should necessity arise, pending arrangements to evacuate them to 
Crimea; that His Majesty’s Government are temporarily responsible for 
administration of Batoum Province and will not hesitate to use force to 
maintain order therein; and that any conflict between British forces engaged 
in this duty and Soviet forces would have disastrous effect on British public 
opinion and on pending economic negotiations? At the same time I would 
suggest telegraphing to Georgian Government asking them to give refuge to 
these Cossacks pending early arrangements for their evacuation from Poti or 
most convenient port. 

Question also arises of adequate defence of Batoum. War Office enquire 
whether we accept full responsibility for defence of Batoum at all costs, 1.e. 
at risk of garrison. Latter would have to be reinforced from Constantinople 
where we are already dangerously weak. There is no sign of any French 
or Italian reinforcements yet. Perhaps you could press for their immediate 
despatch. My reply to the War Office must evidently be dependent upon 
this. 

Mr. Wardrop reports that three Caucasian Governments have come to 
fresh agreement to sink their territorial and other differences.’ I am there- 


t Lord Curzon attended the San Remo Conference from April 18 to 26. 

2 Lord Curzon suggested that this figure should be ‘3,000’, see Vol. VIII, No. 12, 
minute 7. 

3 Reval telegram No. 23 of April 18 (received April 19, 2.20 p.m.) stated that: ‘Secretary 
of the Bolshevik Delegation received to-night urgent instructions from Tchitcherin to inform 
me immediately that the British vessels in the Black Sea are bombarding Bolshevik forces. 
Tchitcherin thinks that his answer of April 14th cannot have reached you .. .” (Paraphrases 
of parts of this Reval telegram were printed in The Times of April 21, p. 15). For M. 
Chicherin’s answer of April 14 see No. 681 below, n. 3. 

4 No. 684 below. 

S In telegram No. 197 of April 13 from Batum (received April 19) Mr. Wardrop had 
reported: ‘Transcaucasian Conference 11th April representatives Armenia, Azerbaijan, 
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fore making further appeal to War Office to send out at once small quantity 
of arms now available from Denikin’s last packet. I would suggest that if 
they can be despatched we should intimate to three Governments that they 
are being sent in fulfilment of our promise and as indication of our approval 
of recent agreement and that their distribution will depend on its fulfilment. 
Stokes® might go out with them accompanied by a few officers to be stationed 
in the disputed areas; he could undertake distribution and he could use this 
fulfilment of our promise as a powerful argument in favour of a policy of 
confederation. Before arms can be sent War Office require consent of Foch 
and C.I.G.S. Question of payment even of small sum involved is a most 
serious difficulty unless Treasury can be induced to accept bond or guarantee 
of future payment or credit against oil and manganese. 

I shall be grateful for an early reply as our whole policy in regard to 
Batoum seems to be at stake. 


Georgia. Resolved: 1st. Terminate immediately all armed conflicts Kuzakh, Nakhitchevan, 
Ordubad, Karabakh; 2nd. Azerbaijan Armenian Governments will immediately take 
strictest measures prevent possibility future conflicts between Armenians and Mussulmans 
in this territory; 3rd. Urgently communicate above decision to two Governments concerned 
for necessary action following decisions. . .’ (cf. Vol. VIII, No. 12, minute 6). 

6 See No. 495, n. 4, and No. 522, n. 1. 


No. 543 
Lord Hardinge to Earl Curzon (San Remo) 


No. 37 Telegraphic [E 3527/134/58] 
Private FOREIGN OFFICE, April 22, 1920, 6 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 13.! 

We have been in communication with War Office for two months regard- 
ing officers for the Caucasus. A letter from War Office received today? states 
there is no objection provided no expenses fall on Army funds. A previous 
letter regarding military advisers for Armenia; stated no opinion could be 
expressed pending full information as to funds available in Armenia to cover 
expenditure incurred in provision of officers, terms and duration of appoint- 
ment, rate of pay, etc.; Armenian Representatives in London have been asked 
to call to discuss these points with Representatives of Foreign Office and War 
Office. 

As in the case of supplying flour* and arms to Caucasus everything is 


t Of April 21, not printed. In this Lord Curzon said that the C.I.G.S. had told him that 
there was ‘not the slightest objection to finding officers for the Caucasus [to assist Col. 
Stokes] if we want them’. Lord Curzon enquired why nothing appeared to have been done. 

2 Dated April 20, not printed. 

3 Of April 10, not printed. 

4 The Foreign Office had written to the War Office on April 10 asking that, to relieve the 
flour shortage at Batum, General Milne should be instructed to obtain the 600 tons required 
from the American Relief Organization at Batum. The Foreign Office letter suggested 
that ‘in view of the urgency of the matter . . . details of payment can be settled later’. 
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dependent on and held up by financial question. Three Republics have no 
sterling credit and Treasury and War Office insist on previous payments 
with interest and refuse future credits based on exports. If effective pressure 
can be exerted on Treasury we shall be able to send officers and crews at 
once. 


No. 544 


Earl Curzon (San Remo) to Lord Hardinge (Received April 24, 8.45 a.m.) 
No. 23 Telegraphic [E 3726/1/58] 
SAN REMO, April 24,' 1920, 12.15 a.m. 

Sent to Batoum, repeated to Constantinople, Tiflis and Foreign Office. 

Following for Admiral de Robeck: position at Batoum this afternoon 
subject of anxious consideration at Supreme Council.2, On one hand it is 
represented that Bolshevik forces are marching along the coast to attack 
and capture town, and that British garrison may shortly be in grave peril. 
On the other hand nothing is known of strength or armament of Soviet 
forces or of their chances of success. The military view is that town cannot 
be held against powerful or sustained attack, except by forces in excess of 
any that Allies could provide. On the other hand the political consequences 
of withdrawal would be most unfortunate, particularly at a time when 
representatives of three Caucasian States are on the eve of an agreement 
here for recognizing Batoum as a free port in Georgian territory with quali- 
fications for all States. A Bolshevik success at Batoum would destroy this 
agreement and imperil alliance of three Republics, and it might precipitate 
Bolshevik capture of Baku and consequent loss of entire Caucasus, beside 
dealing a heavy blow at Armenian hopes. We shall be glad if you will report 
at once to me here (please repeat to London) your views of situation with 
your advice as to necessary action. 

If you find British troops in imminent danger your are authorised to con- 
cert with General Milne for their withdrawal, since we cannot contemplate 
military disaster; on the other hand the French have agreed to send a White 
battalion from Thrace at once to Batoum, if it be decided to retain it; and 
have only suspended orders for its despatch pending your reply. Italians 
also are prepared to fulfil their original promise to send a battalion if situa- 
tion can thereby be rendered secure. 


! This telegram was drafted on April 23. 
2 See Vol. VIII, No. 13, minute 2. For Lord Curzon’s telegram of April 24 to M. 
Chicherin concerning the advance of Soviet forces towards Batum, see No. 689 below. 
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No. 545 


Mr. Wardrop (Batum) to Earl Curzon (San Remo) 
Unnumbered' Telegraphic [E 3837/1/58] 
Very urgent BATUM, April 25, 1920 

Sent to San Remo. Repeated Foreign Office No. 214. Constantinople 
No. 132. 

Your Lordship’s telegram from San Remo April 24th to Admiral de 
Robeck.? 

I would suggest immediate invitation to Georgians to co-operate in defence 
of Batoum and Province, to which I believe they would agree and work 
under British control. 

Allies are I presume still bound by declaration of February 24th of Supreme 
Council.3 

Failure to hold Batoum would be a disaster of enormous magnitude. 

Probably Bolshevik movement from north is concerted with Turkish 
movement from south but with moral and material support Georgians could 
effectively resist for some time. 

Azerbaijan seems to be on the point of adopting pro-Turk-Bolshevik 
attitude in despair of promised Allied help. 

It is in my opinion a palpable fraud [sic] of enormous danger not only to 
prestige but to very existence of our Middle Eastern interests. 


1 This telegram was repeated as No. 214 to the Foreign Office, where it was received on 
April 27 at 6.5 p.m. 
2 See No. 544. 3 See No. 527, n. 3. 


No. 546 


Admiral Sir F. de Robeck (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon (San Remo) 
No. 1" Telegraphic [E 3896/1/58] 
Very urgent CONSTANTINOPLE, April 27, 1920 


Your telegram of April 24th.? 

Bolshevik forces threatening Caucasus are disposed along line roughly 
from Sochi through Vladikavkas to Derbent. Strength estimated at 50,000 
men, 200 guns in all. 

Access to Georgia is :— 

(1) By coast road on the west. 

(2) By mountain passes from North. 

(3) Through Azerbaijan from East. 

! This telegram was repeated on April 27 at 12.30 p.m. as No. 447 to the Foreign Office, 


where it was received at 3.20 p.m. on the same day. 
2 See No. 544. 
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(1). Coast road in neighbourhood of Gagri can be made impassable by 
His Majesty’s ships and seaplanes backed by moderate Georgian force now 
In position. 

(2) Mountain passes can be held by small number of resolute disciplined 
troops, but Allied troops could hardly be sent to assist unless Georgian army 
and populace in rear were held to loyalty by a considerable Allied force in 
the centre. Without such a force an internal rising would isolate them. 

(3) Present attitude of Azerbaijan most doubtful, and occupation of 
province by Reds may occur at any moment. Baku must capitulate to 
Bolshevik fleet as soon as it appears before the town. Certain units are 
already at sea. Bolshevik wave westward into Georgia would require large 
force to stem. Lines of communication from Batoum are very long to guard, 
and suppression of risings in rear must be envisaged. 

General Milne is advising that a small area enclosing town of Batoum only 
should be held, and I infer that he considers it out of the question to hold the 
whole of Batoum province, much less Georgia. 

For this small area, whose perimeter is about fifty miles he . . .3 heavy 
artillery. 

Navy can only support flank resting on sea. Reinforcements by one French 
and one Italian battalion is [sc] therefore not sufficient. 

There is, however, no immediate danger in situation at Batoum, as nearest 
Red forces have great difficulties to contend with. 

To summarise. Retention of any portion of Batoum province means 
considerable reinforcement to meet Red and probably Turkish pressure, and 
involves entire supply by sea. Position of Armenia scarcely ameliorated. 
Withdrawal is a grave matter politically, means isolation of Armenia, and 
will be the forerunner of anarchy from which thousands of all nationalities will 
expect to be saved by us. 

If General Milne’s requirements for retention of small area cannot be met 
there is no alternative to withdrawal, Allied subjects in Baku and Tiflis being 
called in first, and withdrawal carried out before pressure is applied, and in 
time to give opportunity for those who must leave country, to do so.‘ 


3 The text is here uncertain. 

4 In a minute on a Russian file [194211/1089/38] Lord Curzon wrote as follows: 

‘I am placed in a very difficult position. For months I have been trying to keep up our 
end and that of the Republics in the Caucasus, and for months I have tried to stabilise the 
position at Batum until the Turkish treaty was concluded. 

‘Throughout this time the W[ar] O[ffice] have been quite indifferent to the former 
object, and frankly hostile to the latter. 

‘I do not myself believe in the imminence of the danger at Batum, and I would if it rested 
with me get the French and Italian battalions, announce it and hold on, withdrawing only 
in order to avoid disaster. 

‘But as the W.O. always declare that no place which it is vital to hold on political grounds 
can ever be held by a less force than 2 divisions—I am placed at a great disadvantage. 

‘Further the evidence is as always wildly conflicting. For whereas Milne says that the 
Georgians have no intention of resisting the Bolsheviks and includes the 30,000 Georgians 
among the Enemy, and says that Batoum can only be defended in the passes of the Caucasus 
—de Robeck says that the coast road by which the Soviet Forces are advancing can be made 
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impassable by our ships and seaplanes with the aid of the moderate Georgian force now in 
position, and further that there is no immediate danger at Batoum,—while simultaneously 
the trustful Wardrop urges us to invite the Georgians at once to cooperate in defence of 
Batum, and says that with moral and material support, they could resist effectively for 
some time. 

‘I can find no way out of this impasse except to hope that de Robeck’s advice will be 
taken rather than Milne’s. One of the few reasons for which I should like Krassin [chairman 
of the Soviet Russian Trade Delegation on its way to London for the purpose of negotiating 
a trade agreement, see No. 687 below] to be here is that we might say to him “Halt” in 
Asia or we will not make a move to help you in Europe. C. 29/4.’ 


No. 547 


Earl Curzon to Mr. Wardrop (Tiflis) 
No. 183 Telegraphic [E 3752/1/58] 


Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, April 27, 1920, 9 p.m. 
Your telegrams Nos. 178,' 207, and 208(A).3 
There is no question of our giving Georgia and Azerbaijan active military 
support in case of an attack on them by Soviet forces, and you should be 
careful not to put any such interpretation on Mr. Bonar Law’s statement of 
February 24th. 
Repeated to Teheran No. 223. 


1 No. 527. 2 No. 54!. 
3 Of April 18, not printed. 


No. 548 


Commander Luke! (Batum) to Earl Curzon (Received April 28, 5.55 p.m.) 
No. 218 Telegraphic [E 38g0/1/58] 


Very urgent BATUM, April 28, 1920, 2.35 a.m. 

At noon today? Azerbaijan Government informed Political Officer, 
Batoum,? that 6,000 Bolshevik troops had penetrated Azerbaijan territory as 
far as Khachmas. 

Government feared this fact might provoke serious internal Bolshevik dis- 
turbances in Baku town unless, first, they recalled their troops from Armenian 
frontiers for which purpose they require guarantee against possible 
Armenian. . .4 

Secondly, Georgia sent troops to Baku. 


* Commander H. S. Luke, R.N.V.R., served as Acting British High Commissioner in 
Transcaucasia, April 26—Sept. 29, 1920. He took the place of Mr. Wardrop, who had been 
relieved on account of ill health. 

2 This telegram was drafted on April 27. 

3 In the Foreign Office it was suggested that this word should be ‘Baku’. 

4 The text is here uncertain. In the Foreign Office it was suggested that ‘aggression’ 
should be supplied to complete the sentence. 
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Government requested Allied representatives here to use good offices with 
Georgian and Armenian Governments to secure Georgian co-operation and 
Armenian guarantee. 

After consulting French and Italian colleagues I invited them, as well as 
representatives of local Governments concerned, to meet at British Mission 
forthwith. Georgian (? army) agreed to co-operate provided Azerbaijan 
army also available and I understand . . .5 has already despatched two 
battalions and one armoured train to Baku. Armenian representative un- 
able to give guarantee without referring matter to Erivan but has trans- 
mitted joint telegram from self and colleagues urging that guarantee be given 
so that common danger may be averted. Representatives of three Trans- 
Caucasian States urged necessity for speedy .. .6 Allied material support pro- 
mised in event of unprovoked aggression. 

Repeated High Commissioner Constantinople No. 135, Combat Batoum, 
No. 67, Britforce No. 34. 


5 The text is here uncertain. 
6 The text is here uncertain. The Foreign Office suggested reading ‘despatch of’. 


No. 549 


Earl Curzon to Commander Luke ( T1flts) 
No. 185 Telegraphic [E 3963/1/58] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, April 28, 1920, 11.30 p.m. 


In supplement to negotiations which you have been so successfully con- 
ducting at Tiflis between the three Caucasian States with regard to settlement 
of their future frontiers, a patient and prolonged effort was made at San Remo 
to induce their representatives there to come to a similar agreement con- 
cerning the future of Batoum.' Basis of plan was that upon withdrawal of 
Allied troops Batoum should be handed over to the Georgians, subject to 
guarantees for its future use as a free port for the three States and railway 
access to it being secured for Armenia. Azerbaijan[i]s and Armenians showed 
a most conciliatory spirit. Draft agreement was drawn up and provisionally 
signed but was afterwards repudiated by Georgians, who were obstinate, 
unaccommodating and short-sighted to a degree. Presumably they are 
counting upon getting Batoum subject to no engagement or condition and 
then strangling their neighbours at leisure. I let them know that unless they 
came to terms my interest in the fortunes of Georgia would be greatly 
diminished and that I should find small incentive to bestir myself further for 
their protection. But in spite of this threat they refused to sign, and negotia- 
tions fell through at last moment. You should remember this in your future 
transactions with the Georgian Government. 


™ See Vol. VIII, No. 6, minute 3. 
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No. 550 
Commander Luke (Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received April 30, 4.45 p.m.) 
No. 223 Telegraphic [E gorg/1/58) 
Very urgent TIFLIS, April 29, 1920, 1 p.m. 

News available from Baku tends to show that on receipt of Soviet ulti- 
matum on evening of April 27th Azerbaijan Government immediately 
resigned. 

The same night a meeting of leaders of all parties agreed that Executive 
authority should be placed in hands of Narimanov, a native of Baku, and 
Soviet Commissar for Oriental Affairs, in meanwhile forming a Soviet 
(? administration) for conduct of current business. 

It is reported that Russian Soviet Government has recognised Azerbaijan 
(? Soviet). Also reported that Russian Soviet preparing to send troops across 
Azerbaijan territory to effect junction with Turks’ post in (?) Zangezur 
region. Joint Turco-Bolshevik attack on Armenia seems probable unless 
Dashnaks able to secure terms from Bolsheviks, which so far seems question- 
able. 

Still no news of British in Baku. Georgian representative there imprisoned. 
Learn on reliable unofficial authority that Chicherin has asked Georgia to 
define her boundaries, which he engages to respect provided Georgia 
disarms and interns Russian Volunteers (? in) Georgian territory. Georgian 
Government maintain intention of resisting aggression, but internal position 
at Tiflis showing signs of uncertainty. 


(Repeated to Constantinople, No. 138, Tehran, No. 72, Combat Batoum, 
No. 69.) 


™ For an English version of M. Chicherin’s communication, see Luke, pp. 142-3. 


No. 551 
Commander Luke (Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received May 3, 10 a.m.) 
No. 224 Telegraphic [E 4130/1/58] 

Very urgent TIFLIS, April 30, 1920, 10.40 p.m- 
Report referred to in my immediately (? preceding) telegram regarding 
Chicherin’s offer' confirmed. Georgia in reply protests that arrests of 
Georgian agents at Baku and Vladikavkaz and violation of Georgian 
territory by Bolsheviks on north-eastern frontier inconsistent with offer but 
pourparlers continue. Meanwhile Georgia continues to prepare resistance and 

is mobilizing four classes at Tiflis and two classes elsewhere. 
Consider that tone of Georgian resistance would be greatly heightened 
and chances of Armenian co-operation increased by immediate announce- 


ment that there was British material assistance available for both. In any 
case resistance depends upon our retention of Batoum. 


t No. 550. 
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(? Baku) Soviet has wirelessed Lenin that it breaks off relations with 
Entente and other enemies of Soviet Russia. Text follows by post.? Still no 
news of British . . .3 Baku. Rumoured (? from Erivan) Reds advancing 
into Abagh. Feeling of Erivan (? anxious). (? Have) recalled (? early) 
and believe Americans (? withdraw) (? ing) some of (? their) (? personnel). 
Georgian Minister of the Interior confident of internal stability of Tiflis and 
asserts has situation regarding tomorrow’s May Day demonstrations well in 
hand. 

Addressed to Foreign Office (? 2)24, Constantinople 139, Teheran (? 73), 
(? Britcom) Batoum 70. 


2 Received in the Foreign Office on June 3 as enclosure in Tiflis despatch No. 154 of 
May 5, not printed. 
3 The text is here uncertain. 


No. 552 


Commander Luke ( Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received May 3, 4.30 p.m.) 
No. 225 Telegraphic: by wireless [E 4131/1/58] 
Very urgent TIFLIS, May 1, 1920, 10.35 a.m. 

M3y Ist. 

According to news from Baku, Allied Mission there reported safe on April 
2oth. Reported that there is demand for German marks in Baku also that 
oil trains running thence to Petrovsk. 

Georgia proclaimed martial law. All (? in) Tiflis but Americans have sent 
their women to Batoum. Have recommended British civilians at Tiflis to go 
to Batoum for the present. There have been mild runs on the bank. I 
understand a Bolshevik Delegation has arrived here secretly from Vladi- 
kavkaz. Am officially informed that Armenian Government to-day received 
ultimatum from Azerbaijan Soviet Government giving them three days to 
withdraw Armenian regulars from Karabagh and Zangezur failing which 
Azerbaijan troops will invade Armenia. Latter alternative means serious 
menace to Persia and (? eventually) (? to) Azerbaijan; (? am) continuing 
to urge (? on) Georgians and Armenians (? necessity) for joint (? action) 
(? in) co-operation and have arranged meeting of Georgian (? officials) and 
(? Armenian) Delegates at British Mission to-morrow. Armenia worried at 
(? imminence of) cessation of American flour supplies.! 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 141, Teheran 75, (? Commissioner) 
Batoum 71. 


1 For the offer of a mandate for Armenia to the United States, see Vol. VIII, No. 14, 
minute 3, No. 15, minute 1, No. 16, minute 2, and No. 20, minute 2. Further documents 
relating to the possible American mandate will be printed in Vol. XIII, Chap. 1. 
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No. 553 


Earl Curzon to Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) 
No. 184 Telegraphic [E 4320/1/58) 
Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, May 6, 1920, 4 p.m. 


Cabinet decided yesterday that, while authorising G.O.C. in last resort 
to withdraw British garrison from Batoum in order to escape contingency 
of real disaster, it is most desirable on political grounds to retain hold of the 
town, which, in view of the distance of the enemy and the likelihood of 
resistance by the Georgians, should not, with adequate forces, be found 
difficult. The British troops in occupation consist of one British and one 
Indian battalion. In these circumstances H.M. Government will be glad if 
the Italian Government will at once carry out their engagement, originally 
given in London and repeated at San Remo, to send a white battalion to 
Batoum.' Orders for its despatch were suspended at San Remo until reply 
received from Admiral de Robeck.? Latter has reported that there is no 
immediate danger in situation at Batoum, but that withdrawal would bea 
grave matter politically, involving isolation of Armenia and being forerunner 
of anarchy from which thousands of all nationalities would expect to be 
saved.3 

H.M. Government agree with this estimate of the position and think 
that a serious effort should be made to save a situation of so much importance 
to the Allies. 


t Cf. No. 544. 

2 In the otherwise identical telegram No. 525 simultaneously despatched to Paris this 
passage was varied to read as follows: ‘H.M. Government will be glad if the French Govern- 
ment will at once carry out their engagement. ... Orders for its despatch were actually 
issued by M. Millerand at San Remo, and were only suspended by him until reply received 
from Admiral de Robeck.’ Cf. No. 544 above. 

3 See No. 546. 


No. 554 
Earl Curzon to Admiral Sir F. de Robeck (Constantinople) 


No. 409 Telegraphic [E 3836/1/58] 
Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, May 6, 1920, 4 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 447.! 

Cabinet considered yesterday question of continued occupation of Batoum. 
While unwilling to run risk of military disaster, and while repeating to G.O.C. 
authorisation to withdraw British troops in event of any such disaster im- 
pending, they were so much impressed by arguments contained in your tele- 
gram, and by extreme political importance of holding the town, at any rate 
for the present, that they have called upon French and Italian Governments 


™ No. 546. 
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immediately to fulfil their promises repeated at San Remo to despatch a 
battalion each to Batoum.? It was felt that the distance of the enemy forces, 
the possibility of substantial resistance by the Georgians, the unlikelihood 
that the Soviet Government would wish to come into direct collision with 
British troops while they are hoping for the opening of commercial negotia- 
tions with Great Britain,3 and the unfavourable progress of their arms 
elsewhere,‘ might tend to postpone and possibly altogether to avert an attack 
upon Batoum. In any case, the next few weeks should show what will 
happen, and H.M. Government concur with the view that every effort 
should be made to save the situation in the Caucasus, the collapse of which 
might have very far-reaching consequences. 

2 See No. 553. 

3 For Lord Curzon’s telegram No. 130 of May 3 to M. Chicherin and M. Chicherin’s 
reply of May 5, see Nos. 693 and 694 below. 


4 This is a reference to the Polish offensive launched in the middle of April: Kiev had been 
captured on May 4 and the Soviet Russian army were in retreat. 


No. 555 
Earl Curzon to the Earl of Derby (Parts) 
No. 535 Telegraphic [E 4253/1/58] 


Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, May 8, 1920, 1.45 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 551! and my telegram No. 524.” 

Admiralty report the naval party at Enzeli3 are in hands of Reds at Baku 
who hope to exchange them for Young Turk prisoners at Malta. 

You should ask M. Topchibacheff, head of the Azerbaijan Delegation, 
to telegraph immediately to Baku to urge the release of these officers and 
men. 


™ Of May 7, not printed. 

2 Of May 6, not printed. 

3 The Admiralty report referred to ‘party from Mediterranean fleet being sent to Enzeli’: 
the party consisted of 5 officers and 30 ratings. 


No. 556 
Earl Curzon to Commander Luke (Tiflis) 
No. 193 Telegraphic [E 4253/1/58] 


Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, May 8, 1920, 2 p.m. 


Following for Muhammad Hassan Gadjinski, Prime Minister of Azer- 
baijan, from Colonel Stokes begins: 

It is reported that your Government is detaining at Baku a British Naval 
Mission and Major Daly, British Political Officer and his staff. While I 
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do not question the right of your Government to sever relations with the 
Entente if it believes that to be in the interests of Azerbaijan I suggest to Your 
Excellency that the detention of the British Representative and his staff 
and of a Naval Mission which happened to be travelling through your 
country is quite unjustifiable and in no way calculated to serve the interests 
of Azerbaijan: indeed on the contrary it might lead to the detention of 
Azerbaijan subjects in Allied countries. I therefore appeal to Your Excel- 
lency in the interests of Azerbaijan to permit all British subjects within your 
borders, officials and others, who may wish to do so to leave for Persia or 
Georgia as they may desire. I need hardly tell Your Excellency that despite 
recent events I remain as always a sincere well-wisher of an independent 
Azerbaijan. Ends. 


No. 557 
Earl Curzon to Admiral Sir R. Webb" (Constantinople) 
No. 423 Telegraphic [E 4179/1/58] 


Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, May 10, 1920, 3.57 p.m. 


Following for Luke. Tiflis :— 

My telegram No. 192 (of May 6th).? 

Georgian representative here has appealed for despatch of arms to Georgia. 
For your own information following are our difficulties in complying with 
request: 

1. Doubt as to whether arms if sent would not shortly fall into hands of 
Bolsheviks whether Russian or Georgian. 

2. Difficulties of payment. (You will realize that Parliament and public 
opinion would not support gift of arms.) 

3. Belief that Georgia like Azerbaijan, has acquired military supplies 
from Denikin refugees. 

Please immediately telegraph your views as to 1 and 3 and your opinion 
as to probabilities of Georgia succumbing to Bolshevism from without or 
within. 

If latter is favourable Stokes will probably start shortly for Tiflis and we 
shall make every endeavour to ship supplies to Batoum for Georgia. (What is 
most essential?). We cannot definitely promise but if you think effect would 
encourage the Government and people you are authorised to state that we 
are doing all we can. War Office owe Georgian Government a small sum 
for railway transport and this could be used as part payment. Remainder 
would have to be produced at Batoum if and when arms were handed over. 

Please keep us fully informed of any developments in situation. 

Have you any news of Major Daly at Baku? 


t Acting British High Commissioner during the temporary absence of Admiral de 
Robeck; cf. No. 497, n. 9. 
2 Not printed. 
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No. 558 
Earl Curzon to the Earl of Derby (Paris) 


No. 543 Telegraphic [E 4591/1/58] 
Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, May 10, 1920, 9 p.m. 


When French Government at San Remo promised for the second time to 
send a French battalion to Batoum,! I asked M. Millerand whether he 
meant a white or a black battalion, and he definitely promised the former. 
It was on this clear understanding that I asked the French Government 4 
days ago to carry out their undertaking. (My tel. No. 525.)? 

The War Office now learn from G.H.Q., Constantinople, that the battalion 
which has been warned by the French to stand ready to go is a black battalion. 
Such a force is more likely to do harm than good, and indeed may become a 
source of anxiety in a place like Batoum. It is exceedingly difficult to pursue 
any consistent policy when we are subject to these extraordinary oscillations 
on the part of our Allies. 

You should see M. Millerand at once and urge him to implement his 
promise as originally given. If it is worth while defending Batoum at all we 
may as well be serious about it. 


1 See Vol. VIII, No. 13, minute 2. 
2 See No. 553, n. 2. 


No. 559 


Admiral Sir R. Webb (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received May 11, 10.45 a.m.) 


No. 563 Telegraphic [E 4564/1/58] 
Very urgent CONSTANTINOPLE, May 11, 1920, I a.m. 


Following is translation of message received by my Italian Colleague from 
Italian representative, Tiflis, May 5th. 

Begins. 

Georgian Government have communicated to me text of Note received 
by them from Tchitcherine dated April 2nd [? 25th] and of their reply to it. 

Tchitcherine declares that Soviet Government have no aggressive design 
against Georgia but desire information as to territorial boundaries of that 
State, the instructions issued in regard to entry of Denikin and relations 
existing between Georgia and Powers in conflict with Sovyets [sic]. 

Georgian Minister for Foreign Affairs has replied that pacific intentions 
professed by Soviet Government are contradicted by fact of acts of hostility 
having been committed by their authorities both at Baku and at Vladikavkas, 
that Georgian Mission at former place has been arrested, railway material 
seized, and postal and telegraphic communication interrupted. He con- 
tinued by describing frontier line and declaring that Georgia had always 
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been in conflict with Denikin and that those of latter’s troops which had 
entered Georgian territory had been disarmed and interned. He concluded 
by stating that Georgia will never serve as a base for hostile operations against 


Soviet Russia. It remained now for latter to define its attitude. 
Ends. 


No. 560 


The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received May 11, 5.30 p.m.) 
No. 566 Telegraphic (E 4575/1/58] 


Very urgent. Secret PARIS, May 11, 1920, 3.50 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 543.! 

I have ascertained that battalion to be sent to Batoum is one of Tirailleur 
Algerian battalions. The French do not and will not recognise such a 
battalion as being a black one as we understand it. They look upon it as 
being one of their regular battalions, and I am convinced would not only 
refuse to substitute a white battalion but would resent request to do so, more 
especially in view of fact that we have an Indian battalion there. I shall not 
therefore follow out instructions in your telegram until I hear from you 
again.? 


™ No. 558. 


2 In his telegram No. 561 of May 13 (not printed) Lord Curzon agreed that ‘in the cir- 
cumstances it would be wiser not to protest’. 


No. 561 


Record by Lord Hardinge of a Conversation with a Georgian Delegation 
[E 4731/1/58] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, May 11, 1920 


A Georgian Delegation, consisting of the Georgian Commander-in-Chief 
and a representative of the Delegation in Paris, called upon me this morn- 
ing, accompanied by the Georgian representative here. 

They explained that they had come over to see whether we really in- 
tended to supply them with arms to resist the Bolsheviks at the present time. 
They had been told at the War Office that General Milne had been in- 
structed to hand over to the Georgian Government a certain amount of the 
last consignment of arms to General Denikin, provided General Wrangel 
gave his consent. They did not consider this at all a satisfactory solution 
because they believed that General Wrangel would prefer that Georgia 
should be overrun by the Bolsheviks rather than become independent of 
Russia. They hoped, therefore, that further instructions might be sent to 
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General Milne to hand over unconditionally the arms to the Georgian 
authorities. 

I replied that the situation in Georgia was now under the direct control 
of the High Commissioner and General Milne, and that these two officers 
thoroughly understand the situation in Georgia and would realise the ad- 
vantage to British and other interests that Georgia should not be overrun 
by the Bolsheviks: we could therefore trust General Milne to do what he 
considers right in a question of providing arms to the Georgian Republic, 
and that it would be no use our complicating the situation by giving further 
instructions to him from here. 

They questioned me as to whether Georgian troops would be allowed to 
enter the province of Batoum to protect it against the invasion of the Turks 
and Bolsheviks. I said that as far as I understood the local situation the 
military authorities are concerned with the protection of the port and city 
of Batoum, and to do this it is necessary for them to occupy a considerable 
zone around the city and port. Provided that the Georgian troops did not 
come within any of these limits I imagine that no objection would be raised 
by the military authorities to Georgian troops protecting other portions of 
the Batoum province from invasion. 

The Delegation then drew my attention to a statement made in the press! 
that the Bolsheviks were in negotiation with the Georgian Republic to make 
peace, of which one of the conditions would be the recognition of the Geor- 
gian Republic. This policy, they said, had been recommended to one of 
the Delegation by you? in Paris, and if they were successful in making peace 
with the Soviet Government on those terms the necessity for munitions 
would be even greater than at present, for they fear an aggressive campaign 
by the Bolsheviks as soon as the Soviet Government are reassured by more 
peaceful conditions in other parts of Russia. 

I confirmed the view that it would be desirable for Georgia to make peace 
as soon as possible with the Soviet Government on sound conditions, such 
as the recognition of their complete independence, provided that there was 
no incursion of Bolsheviks into Georgia as had been the case in Azerbajjan. 
In such a case there could be no question of giving arms to the Georgians, 
but if they succeeded in obtaining recognition of their independence and 
were successful in maintaining it without the introduction of the Soviet 
Government in Georgia, a new situation would then have been created and 
the question of providing arms to Georgia to maintain their acquired 


independence might well be brought up afresh. 
H. 


t See The Times of May 11, p. 15. 

2 i.e. Lord Curzon, to whom this memorandum was addressed. The words ‘had been... 
in Paris’ were underlined by Lord Curzon, who put an exclamation mark beside them in 
the margin. 
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No. 562 


Commander Luke (Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received May 24, 11.3 a.m.) 
No. 247 Telegraphic [E 5179/1/58] 


Very urgent TIFLIS, May 15, 1920! 

Your telegram No. 194.? 

Although as stated in my telegram No. 234 of May 7th,? position liable to 
daily fluctuations which render it difficult to forecast future developments 
with any assurance, especially in view of our ignorance here of conditions 
in Soviet Russia, I still consider the only safe Allied policy, if Caucasian 
situation 1s to be saved, is to supply arms to Georgia and Armenia jointly. 
Any alliances between these republics and Russian Soviet are inherently 
unnatural and would, I think, disappear in face of a strong declaration that 
we will help them. Georgian Minister of the Interior admitted to me to-day 
that Georgian peace with Soviet not considered serious or lasting. As to this 
please see concluding sentence of my telegram No. 239 of May roth‘ which 
still holds good. 

My telegram No. 242 of May 11th explains why Armenia has been forced 
to negotiate with Soviets.’ Georgia has been actuated by similar need for 
self-preservation in face of absence of Allied support. Georgia certainly 
obtained military supplies from Denikin’s refugees but not sufficient to 
render her independent of Allied support. Do not consider any good purpose 
will be served by my informing Georgia merely that we are doing what we 
can to help. Nothing but definite undertaking will now carry conviction. 
The same applies to Armenia where holding up of aeroplanes at (? Batoum) 
is having most discouraging effect.6 Nevertheless Armenian Government is 
holding its own against local Bolsheviks and has regained control over 
Alexandropol while actions between Georgians and Azerbaijan troops 
amongst which Russian Reds have been identified continue on Poili front. 

If any good is to be done it must take form of immediate and binding 
promise followed by speedy fulfilment. 


1 This telegram was forwarded (presumably from Constantinople) on May 23 at 3.45 


p.m. 

2 Probably this is No. 557 above. 

3 Not printed. 

4 Not printed. The sentence referred to read as follows: ‘On the other hand Georgian 
authorities sceptical as to faith to be placed in such a peace and regard it primarily as a means 
to gain time.’ 

5 Not printed. The explanation was contained in the following sentence: ‘Armenia is 
undoubtedly in quandary in view of shortage of arms, and food, and Mazout-Turco-Tartar 
threat to peace between Soviet and Georgia and uncertain (? material) support; and will 
certainly if she finds herself isolated turn to Soviet in hope of securing assurance of safety 
vis-a-vis Turks.’ 

6 Two aeroplanes privately purchased by the Armenian Government in Paris had been 
detained at Batum by the British military authorities ‘owing to the mystery of their 
origin’. It was later established that they were a private purchase made by ‘the Armenian 
delegates and their friends’ in Paris and their release was ordered. 
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If this is feasible consider situation, though precarious, can still be saved. 
An early settlement of future of Batoum province most desirable. 

Major Daly was recalled here before fall of Baku and is now in Tiflis. 
American Relief agent at Baku endeavouring to arrange departure of 
Allied subjects but plan not yet materialised. 

Repeated to High Commissioner, Constantinople 161, Teheran 86, 
General Officer Commanding Bagdad I, Norperforce I, Britforce 39, Combat 
Batoum 90. 


No. 563 


Commander Luke (Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received May 23, 10.30 p.m.) 
No. 250 Telegraphic [E 5180/1/58] 
Urgent TIFLIS, May 17, 1920, 1.25 a.m. 


In continuation of my telegram No. 247 of May 15th' Georgians now 
seriously engaged on Eastern frontier only 32 miles from Tiflis with Russian 
Bolshevik troops numbering from 12,000 to 15,000 despite nominal peace 
with Soviet. Though Government confident as to morale and resisting 
capacity of Army, competent judges do not consider that they can hold out 
for more than a month if Bolsheviks’ offensive maintained on present scale 
unless Georgians receive instant Allied support. Armenian Government has 
suppressed Alexandropol Bolshevik movement now believed to have been 
instigated by Turco-Tartar propaganda but needs support equally with 
Georgians. Collapse may of course occur before lapse of month but if instant 
declaration of Allied support is announced may be averted altogether. 
Submit British interests render it imperative to make every reasonable 
endeavour to save Caucasian situation. 


™ No. 562. 


No. 564 


Earl Curzon to Sir A. Geddes (Washington) 
No. 453 Telegraphic [E 4888/1/58) 

FOREIGN OFFICE, May 17, 1920, 7 p.m. 

I learn? that General [sic] Haskell and the other representatives in Armenia 
and the Caucasus of the American Relief Commission have left their posts 
and that it is proposed to divert to Trieste for Austria cargoes of wheat now on 
their way to Armenia. This action is said to be based on alleged Bolshevism 
in Armenia. Our information as to what is happening there is conflicting and 
uncertain. But in any case the withdrawal of food supplies from a country 


1 H. M. Ambassador at Washington. 
2 From Admiral Webb’s telegram No. 582 of May 13 from Constantinople, not printed. 
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in dire distress and on the verge of starvation seems to be a very doubtful 
way of keeping its head straight and is much more likely to provoke anarchy 
and revolution than to stop them. 

We earnestly hope that American representatives may be instructed by 
United States Government to reconsider their attitude.3 


3 Mr. Waterlow raised the following query: ‘But surely the decision was arranged by the 
interallied body in Paris on wh[ich] Sir W. Goode is our rep[resentati]ve? S. P. Waterlow 
May 18.’ It was answered thus by Mr. Osborne: ‘The proposal was American and the 
Treasury had to agree as they are only responsible for the actual carrying of the American 
supplies; the decision as to where the supplies go is in the hands of the Americans so our 
telegram can do no harm. D. G. Osborne.’ See also Luke, p. 146. 


No. 565 


Admiral Sir 7. de Robeck (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received May 17, 10.30 p.m.) 


No. 598 Telegraphic [E 4891/1/58] 
Very urgent CONSTANTINOPLE, May 17, 1920, 7.40 p.m. 


General Milne has received information from Batoum that Georgians have 
suspended train services between that place and Georgia after removing all 
fuel and rolling stock from Batoum. They have also stopped communication 
by civil telegraph. 

These acts taken in conjunction with recent agreement between Georgia 
and Soviet Government and attitude of Georgians as regards withdrawal of 
troops from Batoum province! (? justifies) serious misgiving as to intention 
of Georgia in immediate future. We may at any moment find ourselves in 
state of war with them. 

Luke though acting provisionally as Chief Commissioner at Tiflis is still 
on my staff as Commander-in-Chief. I have in that capacity instructed him 
not to hesitate to withdraw from Tiflis to Batoum if he considers situation 
untenable.? I trust you will endorse this acticn. It is imperative that number 
of British officials left in Caucasus to be held as hostages after republicans 
have joined Bolsheviks should be reduced to minimum. 

It also seems desirable that any Caucasian representatives whose move- 
ments we control (e.g. Azerbaijan Mission in Paris) should be kept under 
strict supervision so long as our officials in their countries of origin are 
deprived of liberty of action. 


1 Commander Luke in his telegram No. 248 of May 16 (not printed) had reported that 
as the result of conflicts between Georgians and Ajariars within the borders of Batum 
province General Milne had demanded the withdrawal of Georgian troops behind the 
Georgian frontier. 

2 Cf. Luke, p. 150. 
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No. 566 


Str G. Buchanan (Rome) to Earl Curzon (Received May 18, 12.10 p.m.) 
No. 185 Telegraphic [E 4929/1/58] 
ROME, May 17, 1920, 9.25 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 184.! 

Ministry of War have officially informed Military Attaché that Infantry 
Division is being despatched to Constantinople but that with reference to 
Batoum Battalion, Italian Government have decided to suspend despatch of 
that body and therefore it will not be furnished by Constantinople division. 

I spoke to the Assistant Minister for Foreign Affairs about this to-day and 
he confirmed answer of Minister of War. My official Note of May 8th sent 
on the receipt of your telegram has not yet been answered. 


No. 553- 


No. 567 


Earl Curzon to Admiral Sir R. Webb (Constantinople) 
Unnumbered Telegraphic [E 4814]1/58) 


Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, May 18, 1920, 5 p.m. 


Following for Luke, Tiflis, No. 200. 

Your telegram No. 242.! 

You should inform the Armenian Government that Armenia will be 
supplied with a certain quantity of arms if she is resolute in maintaining her 
independence. 


™ See No. 562, n. 5. 


No. 568 


Earl Curzon to Sir R. Graham' (The Hague) 
No. 92 Telegraphic [E 4852/1/58) 
Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, May 19, 1920, 9.30 p.m. 


Please ask Dutch Government to instruct their Consul at Baku to take 
any action possible and necessary on behalf of British Vice-Consul and 
Naval and Military personnel who are reported to be under arrest and 
awaiting trial by the local Bolshevik authorities.? 


1 H. M. Minister at The Hague. 

2 Cf. No. 556. In his subsequent telegram No. 97 of June 4 (not printed) Lord Curzon 
also instructed Sir R. Graham to ask the Dutch Government ‘to do anything they can to 
protect British commercial interests at Baku, especially those of the Baku Consolidated 
Oilfields Limited who have large quantity of crude oil there and have appealed for pro- 
tection’. 
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No. 569 


Earl Curzon to Commander Luke (Tiflis) 
No. 201 Telegraphic: by wireless [E 4763/1/58] 
Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, May 19, 1920, 9.30 p.m. 

I am anxiously awaiting a reply to my telegram No. 423 of May roth! and 
your views on present conditions and future prospects in the Caucasus and 
especially Georgia. 

Has latter made peace with Soviet Government and on what conditions? 
Is it true that Georgian troops have occupied Artvin and Kobuleti with 
British authorization, as reported to Constantinople by your Italian Col- 
league,” or without it as reported by General Milne, who adds that they are 
engaged in hostilities with the Adjarians and states that it would be madness 
to arm them. What are your views as to giving Georgians munitions and 
inviting their full co-operation in defence of Batoum Province (if this has not 
_ already been done)? 

Do you anticipate Turkish incursion into Batoum Province as Tartar- 
Turkish attack in Armenia? 

Please reply fully and immediately, and keep us informed daily upon 
changes in situation. 


t No. 557. 

2 This information was sent to the Foreign Office in telegram No. 582 of May 13 (re- 
ceived May 14) from Admiral Webb (Constantinople). 

3 In a telegram of May 11 to the War Office, not printed. 


No. 570 
Earl Curzon to Admiral Sir F. de Robeck (Constantinople) 
No. 464 Telegraphic [E 4891/1/58] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, May 21, 1920, 6 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 598, second paragraph.! 
You should inform General Milne that a conflict with the Georgians 
would be highly undesirable and should if possible be avoided. 
t No. 565. 


No. 571 


Earl Curzon to Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) 
No. 224 Telegraphic [E 4929/1/58) 


FOREIGN OFFICE, May 22, 1920, 6 p.m. 
Your telegram No. 185.! 
You should inform Italian Government that His Majesty’s Government 


! No. 566. 
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are at a loss to explain their change of attitude and their failure to fulfil their 
formal engagement, and express confident hope that in accordance with 
Signor Nitti’s definite undertaking an Italian battalion will be despatched 
to Batoum forthwith.? 

His Majesty’s Government have been greatly struck by the fact that, 
according to a report received from Tiflis, the Italian flag is still flying at 
Baku whereas all the British there have been arrested by the local Soviet 
authorities. This dissimilarity of treatment would seem to suggest a diver- 
gence of policy, a supposition which seems to derive confirmation from the 
failure to send the promised battalion to Batoum. His Majesty’s Government 
would be glad to learn whether the policy of the Italian Government in 
regard to the Caucasus has undergone any change since the discussions at 
San Remo. 

Repeated Constantinople No. 465. 


2 Cf. No. 553. 


No. 572 


Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) to Earl Curzon (Received May 24, 11.15 a.m.) 
No. 200 Telegraphic [E 5206/1/58] 


ROME, May 23, 1920, 9 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 224.! 

Minister for Foreign Affairs to whom I spoke as instructed said that there 
had been no change in attitude and no breach of engagements taken by 
Nitti. Latter had always laid it down as a condition to despatch of an Italian 
battalion to Batoum that these troops should not be employed to defend the 
town against a Bolshevik attack. Italian Government would have sent them 
to maintain order or to prevent Georgians taking possession of the town but 
after that? Military experts had declared it would require two divisions to 
protect town against Bolsheviks. 

Nitti had always declined to send them for such a purpose. 

Nitti had, Minister for Foreign Affairs added, already telegraphed in 
above sense to Italian Embassy, London. 

As regards concluding paragraph of your telegram His Excellency de- 
clared there was no change in Italian policy with regard to Caucasus. He 
had however to admit Bolsheviks did not regard Italians at Baku as their 
enemies and consequently gave them preferential treatment. 


! No. 571. 
2 The text here appears to be corrupt. 
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No. 573 
Earl Curzon to Admiral Sir F. de Robeck (Constantinople) 


No. 466 Telegraphic [E 5153/17/58] 
Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, May 24, 1920, 12.30 p.m. 


With reference to War Office telegram to General Milne No. 84828 of 
the 22nd May,' position with regard to Batoum is this, that while instruc- 
tions to Milne to withdraw in order to avoid disaster hold good, and while 
Milne is being asked by telegraph to report on existing situation, it is not 
desired by His Majesty’s Government to precipitate withdrawal until 
situation has cleared particularly as French battalion has by now arrived, 
and prospects of attack seem to be less serious. His Majesty’s Government 
have not given any fresh instructions as to withdrawal, holding that situation 
is sufficiently covered by existing orders. 


! This telegram read as follows: ‘Please wire your appreciation of the situation at Batoum 
in view of the fact that no Italian battalion has been sent there and that the French are only 
sending an Algerian battalion, saying whether you still consider, as stated in your G.C. 582 
of 2nd May [copy of which was received in the Foreign Office from the War Office on 
May 7], that the position in Batoum is not only unsound, but dangerous. You are authorized 
if you still consider that the position is dangerous to withdraw the British garrison forthwith.’ 
A minute of May 20 by Lord Hardinge concerning the consequences of withdrawing 
British troops from Batum and N. Persia, will be printed in Vol. XIII, Chap. III. 


No. 574 
Commander Luke (Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received June 17, 9.55 a.m.) 
No. 278 Telegraphic [E 6628/1/58] 
Very urgent TIFLIS, June 9, 1920, 5 p.m. 


Am forwarding by despatch text of Georgian peace with Soviet Russia 
which is now published.! Treaty enters into force from day of signature 
which was May 7th and does not require ratification. Treaty gives Batoum 
town and province to Georgia but contains ambiguous clauses which might 
be read to mean that Georgia compelled to evict Allies. Am asking Govern- 
ment for interpretation of these clauses. Strategic frontier on Caucasian 
passes unfavourable to Georgia. Public opinion here denounces treaty as 
veiled subjection of Georgia to Russia and anti-Bolshevik feeling strong. I 
renew plea for supply of food if Georgia is not to be forced against her will 
into arming with Bolsheviks. It has now been learned that original orders to 
Bolshevik troops attacking Georgia from Azerbaijan, were to go straight 
through to Tiflis where they were promised three days’ looting. Georgians 
only compelled to accept armistice owing to absence of three line cartridges. 

Tartar risings at Elizabetpol and elsewhere in Azerbaijan ruthlessly 


1 Tiflis despatch No. 196 of June 10 (received June 30: not printed) enclosed an English 
translation of the text of this treaty. The official French translation was forwarded by 
Commander Luke under cover of his despatch No. 211 of June 21, received July 9. 
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suppressed by Bolsheviks. Reliable estimate places number of Tartars in- 
cluding women and children massacred by Bolsheviks at Elizabetpol at 
15,000. Submit that this fact be communicated to English press and that 
widest publicity be given to this wholesale slaughter of Moslems by their 
Bolshevik so-called Allies. Regret to report that successful rising largely 
frustrated by Bolshevik Armenians in Azerbaijan. These people are of 
course opposed to Dashnak ruling party in Armenia whose nationalism and 
anti-Bolshevism (? is above) suspicion. Tartar movement to oust Bolsheviks 
from Baku and recover independence will continue if they can count on us 
for some measure of support. In view of unfavourable reply to proposal put 
forward in my telegram No. 204 [264] of May 27th? I hesitate to submit 
definite proposition on this point but would observe that if Bolshevik rule at 
Baku with its flagrant menace to British security in Persia is to be terminated 
we must supply Tartars with sinews of war. Request an indication of views 
of His Majesty’s Government on the subject for communication to Khan 
Khoiski late Minister for Foreign Affairs and other members of former 
Azerbaijan Government now in Tiflis.3 

Addressed to Foreign Office No. 278 repeated to Constantinople No. 180, 
Teheran (? go) (? and) Baghdad No. 10. 

2 In this telegram (received in the Foreign Office on June 1) Commander Luke had 
proposed that from £15,000 to £20,000 should be provided ‘to raise North Caucasian 
mountain tribes against Bolsheviks’. In his telegram No. 210 of June 4 Lord Curzon replied: 
‘It would be useless to ask Treasury to sanction expenditure at present moment.’ 

3 In a minute on this file Lord Curzon commented: “The whole situation is affected by 
the decision of the Cabinet this morning—alarmed by the imminent peril at Ismid [the 
Ismid peninsula was threatened by Turkish Nationalist troops: for relevant documents, see 
Vol. XIII, Chap. I] and by the gloomy warnings of the C.I.G.S.—to hurry on Col. Stokes 
to Batoum, and the evacuation there: and even, should the Constantinople position be in 
danger, to authorise evacuation instanter. I hope that Col. Stokes may manage to do it 
in a more orderly fashion—he does not arrive at Const’ple until 23rd—but the ardour of 
the W[ar] O[ffice] and General Milne for a scuttle is so rampant that I feel sure they will 


between them get the men on board and carry them of[f] regardless of local consequences. 
... C 18/6.’ 


No. 575 
Commander Luke ( Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received June 30) 


No. 195 [E 7447/1/58] 
Confidential TIFLIS, June 10, 1920 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to inclose a paraphrase of my telegram No. 277 of the 
8th June, 1920, on the subject of my interview with Dr. Alshibaya, the 
Georgian Diplomatic Representative in Baku.' I also enclose copies of:— 

(a) My letter requesting Dr. Alshibaya to take charge of British interests 

in Azerbayan ;? 

! The text of this telegram, as received in the Foreign Office on June 11 at 10 a.m., was 


very corrupt; therefore it has been thought preferable to print the paraphrase. 
2 Of Junc 8, not printed. 
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(6) The letter which I asked him to convey to Nariman Narimanov, 
Commissar for Foreign Affairs of the Azerbaijan Soviet Republic.3 


It was considered desirable that Dr. Alshibaya should be in possession of a 
formal letter authorizing him to take charge of British interests, in order to 
give him some locus standt with the mzcppatjan authorities in his efforts on 
behalf of our prisoners. 

2. I trust that Your Lordship will approve the action taken by me in this 
matter. The visit of Dr. Alshibaya to Tiflis enabled me to obtain, for the 
first time, direct news of the condition of the British in Baku, and his return to 
Baku was an opportunity too good to be lost for getting into communication 
with them. Your Lordship will readily understand that the brief duration 
of his stay in Tiflis made it impossible for me to seek prior sanction for the 
steps taken by me in entrusting him temporarily with British interests in 
Azerbaijan, and in addressing to the Commissar Narimanov a request for 
the release of our prisoners.* 

I have, &c., 
H. C. Luxe 


3 This letter of June 8 notified M. Narimanov of Dr. Alshibaya’s assumption of the care 
of British interests in Azerbaijan and said: ‘Doctor Alshibaya will in the name of the British 
Government request you to release, as soon as the necessary arrangements have been made, 
the British subjects at present forcibly detained in Baku, and in the meantime to allow him 
to lodge them in premises to be designated by him, where they may remain on parole on his 
responsibility pending their release. ... The British Government expects that, pending the 
release of its subjects, the cause of whose detention is not understood, they will be treated 
with proper consideration by the Authorities at Baku.’ 

4 In Foreign Office telegram No. 237 of July 2 (not printed) Commander Luke’s action 
was approved and he was requested to take ‘any further action possible to obtain news and 
release of British subjects’. 


ENCLosuRE IN No. 575 


Paraphrase of telegram No. 277 from Commander Luke (Tiflis) 
to Earl Curzon 
Immediate 


June 8th. I have to-day seen Dr. Alshibaya, the Georgian Diplomatic Repre- 
sentative in Azerbaijan, who arrived here from Azerbaijan yesterday and 
returns to Baku tomorrow. He has at my request undertaken official charge 
of British interests in Azerbaijan. Acting on his advice I am sending by hima 
formal letter to Narimanov, the Commissar for Foreign Affairs, calling upon 
him to release the British subjects as soon as arrangements can be made and 
demanding decent treatment for them pending their release. I am also 
sending them money by him. Dr. Alshibaya was for a time a fellow-prisoner 
with our people and he describes their treatment, and that of the Poles, as 
harsh and brutal. The British Vice-Consul Hewelcke was condemned to 
death and spent one night in the condemned cell but was afterwards re- 
prieved. He believes that the Vice-Consul and others were made to sweep the 
streets in order to advertise to the public that the Bolsheviks have the British 
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in their power. He informs me that he was able to procure them better 
diet but thinks it is possible they may be removed to Astrakhan or Moscow 
where their treatment would probably be even worse. At present they are 
in the Central prison where their maltreatment by drunken jailers is to be 
apprehended. This information is the first direct news which we have been 
able to obtain of our people in Baku. Dr. Alshibaya adds that the Chrez- 
vichaikaS is still active and that there is typhus in Baku; also that the 
Bolsheviks are arming 18,000 of the Persian labourers in Baku to fight against 
the British in Persia. He expects peace to be signed between Georgia and 
Azerbaijan within two or three days. 

I submit for Your Lordship’s consideration that pressure be brought to 
bear on the Krassin Mission® for the release of the Baku prisoners. 

Repeated to: Hicom, Constantinople No. 179; Prodrome, Tehran No. 97; 
Combat, Batum No. 112; G.O.C. Bagdad No. 9; Norperforce Cazvin 
No. 10. 


$8 The Chrezvychainaya Komisia or Cheka, the Soviet Russian Extraordinary Com- 
mission or political police force, was functioning at Baku under the presidency of a Russian 
sailor, Pankratov. 

6 A Soviet Russian trade delegation, headed by M. Krassin, had arrived in London for 
the purpose of negotiating a trade agreement; see No. 708 below. 


No. 576 
Earl Curzon to the French Ambassador 


[E 5771/134/58) 
FOREIGN OFFICE, Juné 10, 1920 
Your Excellency, 

I have had the honour to receive the Memorandum which you handed to 
Lord Hardinge on June 2nd,! and I hasten to express the gratification with 
which I learn that the French Government are sending to Batoum for the 
use of the Armenian Government a quantity of rifles and small-arms am- 
munition, and my hope that the French military and naval authorities on 
the spot will be in a position to effect prompt delivery in view of the urgent 
need in which the Armenian Government stand of such help. Further, a 
note addressed by the French Minister for Foreign Affairs to His Majesty’s 
Ambassador at Paris on May roth? suggested that the Council of Ambassa- 
dors at Paris should be requested to authorise the despatch to the Caucasus 
of a portion of the Bulgarian military supplies handed over to the Allies 
under the terms of the Armistice. His Majesty’s Government are entirely 
in favour of this proposal, and I am instructing Lord Derby to support it 
at the meetings of the Council of Ambassadors.3 Meanwhile, His Majesty’s 


1 Not printed. 
2 Not printed. A copy was transmitted to the Foreign Office under cover of Paris des- 


patch No. 1446 of May 12, received May 21. 
3 Cf. No. 243 above. 
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Government are on the point of despatching to Batoum, a shipload of arms 
and munitions which have been purchased by the Armenian Government 
and intend to dispose of a portion of this shipment to the Georgian Govern- 
ment in exchange for transit facilities to Erivan.t While, as suggested in the 
Note from the French Ministry for Foreign Affairs to which I have referred, 
It is obviously inexpedient to supply arms to Azerbaijan, His Mayjesty’s 
Government are of opinion that the advantages of enabling the Georgians 
and Armenians to defend their independence against either Soviet Russians 
or Turkish Nationalists, outweigh the danger of the arms falling into the 
hands of either of the latter. 
I have, &c.,5 


* Commander Luke was informed of this shipment in Foreign Office telegram No. 204 
of May 26, not printed. 
5 Signature lacking on filed copy. 


No. 577 


Earl Curzon to Admiral Sir F. de Robeck (Constantinople) 
No. 537 Telegraphic [E 6314/1/58] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, Juné II, 1920, 9 p.m. 


Cabinet approved this morning following policy with regard to Batoum. 

1. Colonel Stokes will start immediately for Batoum, entrusted with a 
special Mission from His Majesty’s Government to negotiate an agreement 
with the Georgian Government by which, under suitable conditions, the 
province and port of Batoum will be handed over by the Allied forces to that 
Government. 

2. He will be accompanied by M. Gambashidze, the principal delegate 
of the Georgian Government in England. 

3. He will call at Constantinople in order to see the High Commissioner 
and the General Officer Commanding (General Milne). 

4. He will proceed without delay to Batoum, where he will enter into 
immediate communication with the Georgian Government. 

5. He will endeavour to secure, in his arrangements with the Georgian 
Government, conditions of free transit over the Caucasian Railway and free 
use of the port of Batoum for the Republics of Armenia and Azerbayan. 

6. Upon the conclusion of this agreement, the General Officer Command- 
ing will hand over the port and province of Batoum to the Georgian Govern- 
ment, and will then withdraw the Allied forces. 

Repeated: Paris No. 686; Rome No. 253. 
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No. 578 


Commander Luke (Tiflis) to Earl Curzon 
(Recerved Fune 16, 1920, 9.15 p.m.) 


No. 280 Telegraphic [E 6577/1/58) 


Extremely urgent TIFLIS, June 11, 1920! 

Am informed by Naval and Military Authorities that Allied evacuation 
of Batoum decided upon and that it will probably be completed June 2oth. 
Instructions hitherto received by Military Authorities, Batoum, do not 
appear to include any provision for handing over province and I am as yet 
without any instructions on the subject from Your Lordship. While realising 
that such a decision cannot have been taken without good reasons it is my 
duty to point out that our abandonment of Batoum in this hasty manner 
and apparently without proper provision for handing over to whoever is to 
succeed us there, will have deplorable and far-reaching effects not only on 
our prestige and interests but on fate of Georgian and Armenian Republics 
and on lives of countless individuals. Georgia will find it difficult to resist 
Bolshevik and Turkish pressure which will now surround her on all sides, 
Armenia will be isolated and probably unable to take delivery of arms sold 
to her while any hope of Tartar[s] recovering Baku will be nullified. 

The disastrous results of this decision might have been mitigated to some 
extent if time had been allowed for proper arrangements as to transfer of 
province. From information at my disposal this seems unlikely and I am 
unaware to whom Batoum is to be allotted. If evacuation takes place before 
our successors are enabled to establish themselves disorder and chaos seem 
inevitable. We shall be accused both in and outside Trans-Caucasia of 
having abandoned Armenia and Georgia to disaster. 

Sent to India. 

Repeated to High Commissioner, Constantinople. 


! Forwarded from Batum on June 12 at 12.20 a.m. 


No. 579 


Earl Curzon to the Earl of Derby (Paris) and Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) 
No. 689! Telegraphic [E 6314/1/58] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, June 13, 1920, 6 p.m. 


Please inform French/Italian Government that in view of the fact that the 
Caucasian situation is assuming definite shape and that the presence of an 
interallied garrison at Batoum will not be much longer required H.M.G. are 
sending out to Batoum Colonel Stokes, recently their Political Officer at 
Baku and intimately acquainted with governments and peoples of the 
Caucasus, to conclude an agreement with the Georgian Government by 


1 No. 689 to Paris, No. 254 to Rome. 
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which the town and province of Batoum will be handed over under suitable 
conditions to that Government. These conditions are to provide for free 
transit over the Caucasian railway and free use of the port of Batoum for the 
Republics of Armenia and Azerbaijan. Upon the conclusion of this agree- 
ment the General Officer Commanding will hand over the port and province 
of Batoum to the Georgian Government and will then withdraw the occupy- 
ing forces. 


(To Paris only) 
It is hoped that the French Government will issue corresponding orders to 
the Commanding Officer of their troops at Batoum. 


(To Paris and Rome) 

In the interval steps are being taken to send out a supply of arms to the 
Georgians and Armenians to assist them in the maintenance of their inde- 
pendence. 


No. 580 


Commander Luke ( Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received July 12) 


No. 205 [E 8r30/1/58] 
TIFLIS, June 14, 1920 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to enclose copy of a memorandum which I have 
received from His Majesty’s consul at Batum, giving a forecast of what may 
be expected to occur in Batum if the Allies should now evacuate the Pro- 
vince. 

2. I agree with Mr. Stevens’s conclusions, which are based on long and 
intimate knowledge of Batum Province, and would invite attention to para- 
graph 2 of my telegram No. 260 of the 23rd May,' and to my telegram 
No. 280 of the 11th June.? 

I have, &c., 
H. C. Luxe 

1 Not printed. This paragraph pointed out that the ‘obstacle to inviting Georgians’ full 
co-operation in defence of Batoum province’ lay in the opposition of the Adjarians whose 
goodwill had so far prevented any Turkish incursion. It urged the need to despatch ‘really 
adequate reinforcements sufficient to enable us to resume control over entire province’. 

2 No. 578. 


ENCLOosuRE I IN No. 580 
Mr. Stevens (Batum) to Commander Luke (Tiflis) 


BATUM, June II, 1920 
Sir, 
I have the honour herewith to enclose a memorandum in which I have set 
forth the conditions likely to arise upon the withdrawal of the Allied Forces 
from Batum. 
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I have no hesitation in affirming from my own knowledge and experience 
of Batum and Trans-Caucasia that, without the presence here of a sufficient 
force of British or Allied troops, the town and Province of Batum will revert 
to a condition if anything worse than that which existed immediately prior 
to the advent of the British forces in 1918. 

I have, &c., 
P. STEVENS 


ENCLOSURE 2 IN No. 580 


Memorandum by Mr. Stevens on the probable effect of the withdrawal of the 
Allied Forces from Batum 


What is to be expected after the withdraw[a]l of the Allied forces from 
Batum? 

Local Bolsheviks will use their utmost endeavours to gain power and pro- 
claim a Soviet Government, joining, if possible, for this purpose, with other 
Bolshevik elements in the Caucasus. 

Russian nationalists will do all they can to obtain dominating power in the 
Government of the country. 

Georgians will undoubtedly make every effort to seize hold of power and 
to introduce their methods of Government which are so obnoxious to the 
native and other inhabitants of the district. 

Ajarians will dispute the right of the latter and the Bolsheviks to gain 
ascendancy in the Government of the Province and town and will oppose, 
with armed forces at their disposal, all attempts made in that direction. 

The Turks, to whom the Province and town of Batum belonged until 
1878, and to whom they were again ceded by the Brest-Litovsk Treaty and 
further by Treaty concluded between them and the Georgians (4.6.18) 
after a fortnight’s warfare in April of the same year, will endeavour to 
obtain possession of the Province and will certainly assist the Ajarians in 
ousting out the Georgians should the district be handed over to the latter. 
It is in fact reported that the Turks at Trebizond have already prepared a 
list of the names of persons who are to be placed in authority here. 

If left to themselves the Georgians will not be able to keep the Turk out 
of the Province and a dangerous situation will thus be created. In these 
circumstances the likelihood of the maintenance of order and tranquillity in 
the Province by the Georgians is very remote. 

Should the Bolsheviks gain ascendancy terrorism is to be anticipated. In 
any case it is generally believed that a period of chaos and anarchy will ensue 
with loss of much life and property and all its other terrible consequences, 
and measures for combating this terrorism have to be concerted. 

As far as I can see an Allied Force of some importance is the only means by 
which the actions of terrorists are to be stopped and crime in the Province 
suppressed. 


622 


No. 581 


Commander Luke (Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received June 21, 11.15 a.m.) 
No. 285 Telegraphic [E 6891/1/58] 
Very urgent TIFLIS, June 16, 1920! 


Deputation of Daghestanis approached me today to ascertain if there was 
any hope that His Majesty’s Government would afford them assistance in 
their struggle against Bolsheviks reported in third sentence of my telegram 
No. 283 of June 15th.? I presume that there is little likelihood of this in view 
of evacuation of Batoum but should be glad of instructions as to reply to be 
given. Feeling in Caucasus both North and South increasingly anti-Bolshevik 
and it would be easy to co-ordinate joint successful movement to clear Cau- 
casus of Reds. 

In this connection would invite attention to request in my telegram 
No. 278 of June gth.3 

Repeated Constantinople 192. 


' Forwarded from Basra on June 21 at 8.20 a.m. Cf. Luke, p. 155. 

2 Not printed. The third sentence read as follows: ‘Daghestan mountaineers reported 
to have cut Bolsheviks’ communications Baku Grozni . . . [text here uncertain] Temir Khan 
Shura and surrounded 4th Bolshevik division.’ 3 No. 574. 


No. 582 


Earl Curzon to Commander Luke ( Tiflis) 
No. 227 Telegraphic [E 6577/1/58] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, June 17, 1920, 8 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 280.! 

As you will have learnt from Constantinople Colonel Stokes has left for 
Batoum on a mission to arrange handing over to Georgian Government of 
Batoum Town and Province against guarantees of full facilities for Armenia 
and Azerbaijan. This information is confidential pending his arrival. 


— ¥ No. 578. 
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No. 583 


Commander Luke (Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received Fune 25, 4.30 p.m.) 
No. 293 Telegraphic [E 7238/1/58] 


Very urgent TIFLIS, June 22,' 1920 
(? Addressed to) High Commissioner Constantinople No. 202. 
Repeated to Foreign Office No. 293. 

Your telegram No. 1 (? 32) June 18th.? 

It is difficult to predict if after evacuation of Batoum by British it will be 
reasonably safe for this Mission to remain at Tiflis. Much will depend on 
Georgians’ ability to take over and hold province. At present public opinion 
here is uneasy and there is much Bolshevik propaganda directed by Kyrov’s 
Mission. Kyrov arrived here on 2oth and his mission with attendants etc. 
numbers about 70 persons. Georgian Government are alarmed at size 
and have protested but Bolsheviks continue to arrive and it is understood 
that they intend to make Tiflis the centre for their Eastern propaganda. 
Kyrov harangued crowd gathered round his house on arrival. Consider 
mission should remain here as long as compatible with reasonable security 
of communication[s] and that if departure becomes imperative our move- 
ments should be co-ordinated with those of French. Precipitate departure 
would weaken present Government. Mission could if necessary function at 
Batoum but Tiflis preferable so long as communications are assured.‘ 


1 Forwarded from Constantinople on June 25 at 11 a.m. 

2 Not traced in Foreign Office archives. 

3 A Soviet Russian mission to Georgia headed by M. S. Kyrov, cf. No. 592, n. 2. 

4 In his telegram No. 234 of June 30 Lord Curzon replied: ‘You should not run any 
unnecessary risks.’ 


No. 584 
The Earl of Derby (Parts) to Earl Curzon (Received Fune 25, 4.30 p.m.) 
No. 755 Telegraphic [E 7239/1/58] 


PARIS, June 25, 1920, 2 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 689 of June 13th.! 

Batoum. 

Note from French Government expresses concurrence in principle with 
proposal for handing over Batoum under conditions indicated to Georgian 
Government and states that M. Demartel [de Martel] French High Com- 
missioner in Caucasus has been authorised to participate on an equal footing 
with Colonel Stokes in negotiations to that effect. 

Mussulmans beg to be informed of date on which Colonel Stokes is due 
to arrive at Batoum. They understand French troops will be evacuated by 
British authorities at the same time as British troops and transported to 
Constantinople. 

1 No. 579. 
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No. 585 


Col. Sir A. Wilson! (Baghdad) to Mr. Montagu? ( Received fune 28, 4.30 p.m.) 
P 5074 Telegraphic [E 7788/1/58] 
BAGHDAD, june 25, 1920 


7740. Mr. Monassen, Netherlands Consul, Baku, arrived here. He reports 
oilfields nationalised by Bolsheviks. Production continues, but slowly, as Bol- 
sheviks assumed control at a moment when all reservoirs were full and stocks 
at a maximum. 

He states that there was no one in Baku with whom he could usefully 
negotiate. Local Bolshevik Government was unwilling to accept any respon- 
sibility or give any decision on matters of policy. 

Tartars, reported much dissatisfied with Bolsheviks, whom they themselves 
assisted to seize Buku [Baku] rifles, contemplate counter revolution, but recent 
reappearance in this direction at Eliszabetpol was successfully suppressed 
by Bolsheviks. 

Real authority at Baku is exercised by extraordinary revolutionary com- 
mittee under control of illiterate (? communist in whom) Lenin is said to 
have confidence and who is addicted to ordering executions of all and 
sundry. 

Consul considers that lives of British and French prisoners in considerable 
danger. They are scarcely given sufficient food to maintain life, and in the 
not improbable event of a counter revolution are likely to be object of 
Bolshevik vengeance. 

Repeated to Teheran and Simla. 


™ Acting Civil Commissioner and Political Resident in the Persian Gulf. 
2 Secretary of State for India. A copy of this telegram was transmitted to the Foreign 
Office by the India Office on July 5. 


No. 586 


Earl Curzon to Commander Luke ( Tiflis) 
No. 231 Telegraphic [E 6891/1/58] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, June 27, 1920, 11 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 285.! 

The objections to assisting the Daghestanis which were communicated to 
your predecessor? still apply and the impending evacuation of Batoum would 
render any assistance impracticable even if it were deemed politic. 

If a reply is needed you should say that His Majesty’s Government regret 
they are not in a position to assist. 


1 No. 581.. 

2 For the only telegram to Mr. Wardrop on this subject which has been traced in Foreign 
Office archives, see No. 495, n. 3. For an earlier reference to Daghestan, see Vol. III, No. 656 
(p. 784). 
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No. 587 


Commander Luke ( Tiflts) to Earl Curzon (Recewed fune 30, 6.30 p.m.) 
No. 300 Telegraphic [E 7467/1/58] 


Very urgent TIFLIS, June 28, 1920, 9.30 p.m. 

Following from Colonel Stokes. 

Begins. 

Urgent. 

I have today signed following two agreements with Georgian Govern- 
ment.! 

(A) On handing over of province port and town of Batoum to Georgian 
Government by His Britannic Majesty’s Government the Georgian Govern- 
ment guarantees free transit to and from port of Batoum on Georgian Rail- 
ways to independent Republics of Armenia and Azerbaijan and further 
undertakes to grant said Republics free use of port of Batoum. 

Note: Details to be arranged by mutual agreement between Georgian 
Government and Governments of independent Republics of Armenia and 
Azerbaijan. 

(B) The Georgian Government hereby grant a concession for construc- 
tion of a line of railway from Armenian frontier along Tchorokh and river 
valley with an outlet on Black Sea. The details of said concession will be 
settled and final agreement signed in London between His Britannic 
Majesty’s Government and representatives of Georgian Government. 

With regard to agreement (B), the Georgian Government was quite ready 
to grant concession on general lines of draft agreement drawn up by General 
Mance and handed to me by Mr. Vansittart? subject to certain modifications 
but pointed out impossibility of granting such a concession to Armenia 
without inevitably rousing hostility of Turks and further alienating Ajarians. 
I accept validity of this argument and have accepted agreement in present 
form as best alternative obtainable. I have found Georgian Government 
quite reasonable. 

They deplore our evacuation of Batoum and express greatest anxiety for 
closer relations and moral and political support of His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment. I am satisfied that Georgian Government has internal situation well 
in hand and that Government and people are anti-Bolshevik and determined 
to fight for their independence. 

At this critical moment when our evacuation of Batoum is liable to be 


1 The text of these agreements is not printed. 

2 Brig.-Gen. H. O. Mance was Communications Adviser to the British Peace Delega- 
tion and President of the Communications Section (British) of the Supreme Economic 
Council. According to telegram No. 57 of June 14 sent by Mr. Vansittart (temporarily head 
of the Political Section of the British Peace Delegation) from Paris, ‘practical heads of 
agreement’ had been drafted by General Mance and agreed by M. Gambashidze and Mr. 
James A. Malcolm, unofficial Armenian representative in London. A copy of Gen. Mance’s 
draft was sent as enclosure in Paris despatch No. 1901 of June 17 to the Foreign Office, 
where it was received on June 19. 
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interpreted as our final abandonment of Armenia and Georgia, I am of 
opinion that it is essential for His Majesty’s Government to give these two 
hard-pressed peoples some sign of encouragement. I therefore recommend 
following measures be taken: 

1. A communication be made to Armenian and Georgian Governments 
that His Majesty’s Government continue to take keenest interest in welfare 
of two Republics and will afford them all possible moral and political 
support. 

2. That Chief British Commissioner be empowered to inform Georgian 
Government that His Majesty’s Government will assist the Georgian 
Government to best of its power to obtain arms and ammunition to enable 
it to defend its independence. 

3. That de jure recognition be granted to Armenia and Georgia forthwith. 

The above (? suggestions) would I am convinced have an enormous effect 
in stabilising situation in Armenia and Georgia and encourage two States to 
hold out (? to the last) against Bolshevism. 

They entail no call on British exchequer. But apart from any political 
consideration, I earnestly request on the ground of common humanity that 
my recommendations be given prompt and favourable consideration in 
order to save Armenia and Georgia from horrors and misery which accom- 
pany spread of Bolshevism, and which will undoubtedly be lot of these 
States if they are left unsupported. The Chief British Commissioner authorises 
me to state that above suggestions and views have his entire concurrence. 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 210. 


No. 588 
Earl Curzon to Admiral Sir F. de Robeck (Constantinople) 
No. 602 Telegraphic [E 7617/1/58] 
Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, July 1, 1920, 5 p.m. 


Following for Colonel Stokes.' 

In order to comply with that part of your instructions requiring you to 
secure from Georgian Government free use of Batoum for certain States and 
free transit over Caucasian Railway, including access to Batoum, you should 
ask Georgia to comply with undertakings on lines of following articles of 
draft Turkish Peace Treaty namely as regards use of Batoum articles 335 
and [? to] 344 inclusive and as regards Caucasian Railway and access to 
Batoum articles 351, 349 and 328 with substitution in article 328 of ‘States 
belonging to the League of Nations’ for ‘Allied Powers’.? 

1 The suggestions in this telegram originated with the Board of Trade; Gen. Mance had 
been consulted, cf. No. 587, n. 2. 

2 These articles were numbered 8-17, 27, 24, and 1 respectively in the ‘Report of the 
Ports, Waterways and Railways Commission relative to the section of the Turkish Treaty 
dealing with ports, waterways and railways questions’ which was approved by the First 
Conference of London on March 24, 1920; see Vol. VII, No. 70, minute 4, and appendix 3, 
document 2. 
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Similar undertakings should be obtained mutatis mutandis from Armenia 
in respect of her railways and ports. 

Adherence of both States to any general convention on railways which may 
be adopted by the League of Nations should if possible be prescribed. In 
any case absolute equality of treatment should be guaranteed to all users of 
the railways, irrespective of the nationality of the passengers or of the origin 
or ownership of the goods. 

Any rights stipulated in favour of Azerbaijan should be prescribed as 
depending on similar undertakings being entered into for Azerbaijan rail- 
ways and Baku. 

Foregoing gives effect to and takes the place of paragraph ten of Mance’s 
memorandum. 

Any disputes arising should be settled under the same procedure as laid 
down in Mance’s paragraph 13 except that for any question re ports in 
Armenia there should be two Armenian instead of two Georgian members of 
International Commission. 

Paragraph 15 of Mance’s memorandum refers to Georgia’s obligations as 
a member of the League of Nations; this is erroneous as Georgia is not yet a 
member of the League. 


No. 589 


Commander Luke (Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received July 5, 9.30 p.m.) 
No. 305 Telegraphic [207533/9/38] 
Very urgent TIFLIS, July 1," 1920 

My telegram No. 277.2, Alshibaya now in Tiflis on brief visit reports 
condition of British prisoners still unsatisfactory. When he left Baku June 
27th they were still confined in restricted quarters in central prison suffering 
from heat and vermin. 

Doctor Cederbaum’s information forwarded in my telegram No. 2983 
was premature. Villa Petrolea not now available but Alshibaya was pro- 
mised that prisoners would be removed to house in town on June 2oth. It 
is not yet known if promise was fulfilled. Alshibaya was permitted to hand 
over to Consul Hewelcke the money sent by me through him but not allowed 
to hand over or receive letters. He is doing his utmost to ameliorate their 
condition but thinks there will be great difficulty in obtaining permission 
for them to leave country. On transfer to house they will be obliged to feed 
themselves and as fifty persons incarcerated* and cost of food excessive am, 


1 Forwarded from Constantinople on July 5 at 5.10 p.m. 

2 See enclosure in No. 575. 

3 This telegram of June 27 read: ‘Doctor Cederbaum, well-known medical practitioner 
Baku and latterly employed in Baku by the Foreign Office, now in Tiflis, reports that 
British removed about the middle of June to Nobels villa Petrolia outside Baku.’ 

4 In the paraphrase of this telegram enclosed in Tiflis despatch 227 of July 1 (received 
July 16) this passage read: ‘as 50 persons are concerned’. 
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in anticipation of Your Lordship’s approval, sending them by Alshibaya 
£500 covered by Foreign Office bill. Further sums will be required later if 
release deferred. I am also preparing locally for them (? temporary) pro- 
vision of other necessities of life.5 

Am informed from other sources that a British subject named Patrick 
Bynott (ste ? Arnott)® said to have been residing for many years at Vladi- 
kavkas as journalist is now imprisoned in Chorzvitchaika there? and being 
subjected to abominable treatment. Have no other information concerning 
his history. 

Repeated Constantinople No. 215. 


S In the paraphrase this sentence read: ‘I am also purchasing locally for the prisoners, 
clothes and other necessary articles of life.’ 

6 In the paraphrase this name read: ‘Patrick Arnott’. 

7 In the paraphrase this passage read: ‘in the Chrezvichaika there’: cf. No. 575, n. 5. 


No. 590 


Admiral Sir F. de Robeck (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received Fuly 5, 12.30 p.m.) 


No. 780 Telegraphic [E 7718/134/58| 
Very urgent CONSTANTINOPLE, July 4, 1920, 4 p.m. 


Your telegram 556.! 

Mr. K[h]atissian left Constantinople July 3rd for Paris. 

He expressed to me the deep gratitude of his Government for the assistance 
afforded Armenia by His Majesty’s Government. 

He pointed out however that although Armenia had received 25,000 Ross 
rifles and bayonets no cartridges had been received and he asked whether 
they might be expected shortly. 

He stated that Armenian army was at present armed with 30,000 Russian 
rifles but that only 1,000,000 cartridges remained and he asked that as a 
first measure more Russian ammunition might be supplied for these rifles 
which were already in the hands of the Armenian soldiers. 

He understands that General Wrangel has plenty of cartridges to spare, 
and that only transport is lacking to prevent these being sent from Crimea in 
return for various commodities which Armenia is able and willing to supply. 

He suggested that it might be advantageous with a view to establishing 
their claim to territory presumably to be allotted to them that Armenians 
should undertake an advance in direction of Alashghird contemporaneously 
with Greek advance in Asia Minor. He stated however that his Government 
would not move in this direction without British concurrence and asked for 
advice which I said I was unable to give him. He expressed a hope that he 
would be able to visit London to afford him an opportunity of stating his 
case fully to His Majesty’s Government. 


' Of June 18, not printed. 
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No. 591 


Earl Curzon (Brussels)! to Lord Hardinge (Received Fuly 4, 10.20 a.m.) 
No. 7 Telegraphic [E 7660/1/58) 
BRUSSELS, July 4, 1920, 1.30 a.m. 


Secretary of State would like you to reply to Luke’s telegram No. 300 June 
28th? in following sense. 

Stokes’ agreements with Georgian Government are approved. As re- 
gards Stokes’ 3 proposals you are authorized to make an announcement to 
Armenian and Georgian Governments in the sense of 1 and to Georgian 
Government in the sense of 2. Suggested recognition of these two States 
will be discussed at Spa.3 I am not clear what is the Armenia for which de 
jure recognition is recommended, whether it is Erivan republic alone and 
if so how far independence of that State is already compromised either by 
Bolsheviks on one hand or by Turks on the other. 


! Lord Curzon was staying in Brussels on his way to the Conference at Spa, July 5-16, 
1920. 

2 No. 587. 

3 Lord Curzon’s instructions were carried out in Foreign Office telegram No. 239 of 
July 6 to Tiflis, which also said: ‘if not too late should still be glad to see effect given to Board 
of Trade suggestions contained in my telegram of July 1st through Constantinople’ [No. 588 
above]. There is no record in the British Secretary’s Notes of the Conference at Spa, as 
published in Vol. VIII, Chap. VIII, that the suggested recognition of Armenia and Georgia 
was discussed there. 


No. 592 


Commander Luke (Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Receiwed July 8, 2.30 p.m.) 
No. 311 Telegraphic [E 7942/1/58| 
Very urgent TIFLIS, July 5, 1920! 
Kyrov (? yesterday) assured Alshibaya (? that) Bolsheviks more deter- 
mined than ever on (bring)ing about revolutions in Western Asia (? and 
that) their negotiations entail merely device to (? gain) (? time). 
The arming of Persians in Baku continued. (? Alshibaya) (? believes) 


Bolsheviks (? intend to) make armed attack on Georgia within 2 or 3 months.? 
(? Repeated to) Constantinople No. 224, (? Teheran)... .3 


1 This telegram appears to have been drafted on this date and forwarded by Basra radio. 

2 In his telegram No. 825 of July 15 Admiral de Robeck reported that his information 
confirmed that contained in Tiflis telegrams Nos. 311 and 315 (of July 6, not printed): 
‘Kyrov’s methods are for members of his Mission to make list of property in Georgia which 
they consider to be Russian. About September Soviet will demand this property from 
Georgia who is expected to refuse to hand over what she considers is hers. Bolsheviks will 
then attack Georgia via Baku.’ 

3 The text is here uncertain. 
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No. 593 


Lord Hardinge to Earl Curzon (Spa) 
No. 18 Telegraphic [E 7660/1/58| 


FOREIGN OFFICE, July 6, 1920, 6 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 7.! 

We assume that it is for Erivan Republic that recognition is suggested. 

Erivan is doubtless threatened by Turks but we do not regard its inde- 
pendence as compromised so far either by them or by Bolsheviks with whom 
it appears to have some agreement. For instance, in telegram of June 21st? 
Luke reported that Erivan Government had shot ringleaders of Bolshevik 
revolt, that peace between it and Soviet Government was likely to be signed 
in three days and that it was opposing advance of Bolshevik troops towards 
Persia through Armenian territory. 

Am Carrying out your instructions. 


t No. 59!. 
2 Tiflis telegram No. 283 of June 15 (not printed), received in the Foreign Office at 
10.15 a.m. on June 21. 


No. 594 


Lord Hardinge to Sir A. Geddes (Washington) 
No. 578 Telegraphic [E 7791/1/58] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, July 7, 1920, 9 p.m. 


Your Excellency’s telegram No. 468.! 

Evacuation of Batoum if realized will be due solely to force of events at 
Constantinople and impossibility of our forces meeting all calls upon them. 

We recognize that even if we make suitable terms with Georgia for taking 
over the town Georgian Government will still have attacks to fear from Turks 
if not from Russians. | 

If United States Government can send ships and marines situation might 
be made secure. 

Evacuation is expected to take place in the near future. 


1 Of June 21, not printed. This had communicated a State Department representation 
that if the evacuation of Batum were postponed until August it would be possible for the 
American Relief Organisation ‘to transport sufficient supplies to Armenia to tide over period 
until harvest is reaped’, but that evacuation now might necessitate the immediate with- 
drawal of Col. Haskell. 
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No. 595 


Earl Curzon (Spa) to Lord Hardinge (Received July 9, 10.10 p.m.) 
No. 30 Telegraphic [207763/9/38) 


SPA, July 9, 1920, 2.27 p.m. 

Following is message for Chicherin foreshadowed in my telegram No. 24.! 
Begins :— 

With reference to statement in my telegram sent to you through British 
consul at Reval on July 5th concerning treatment of British officers and 
men at Baku,? we have now received further details from our representative 
in Tiflis under date July 1st regarding abominable inhumanity of treatment 
to which they are subjected.3 They are stated to be confined in narrowly 
restricted quarters in central prison suffering from heat and vermin. 

They are evidently not properly fed and are entirely without ordinary 
necessities of life. Our Tiflis representative’s report is confirmed by American 
relief representative at Baku under date of June 28th who declares that all 
French and British are imprisoned under horrible conditions. We have 
also received reports as to cruel treatment of a British subject Patrick Bynot[t] 
or Arnott formerly a journalist at Vladikavkas and now imprisoned in 
Choryvitchaika [sic]. 

These are reports upon which we have based protest contained in my 
telegram above referred to. 

Addressed to Reval. 


! The reference appears to be to Lord Curzon’s telegram No. 25 of July 9 from Spa, 
which read: ‘My immediately following telegram contains text of further message for 
Tchitcherin despatched to-day through Reval.’ 

2 See No. 738 below. 3 No. 589. 

4 This report from Col. Haskell had been forwarded by Col. Logan (in Paris) to the 
Foreign Office where # was received on July 7. 


No. 596 


Commander Luke (Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received July 15, 3 p.m.) 
No. 321 Telegraphic [E 8320/1/58] 


Very urgent TIFLIS, July 11, 1920, 11.40 a.m. 
Following from Colonel Stokes for you. Begins:— 
July roth. 


Handing over of Batoum town to Georgian Government took place on 
July 7th. British, French and Georgian troops paraded and British and 
French flags were simultaneously lowered after which Georgian flag was 
hoisted. Royal Navy fired salute and National Anthems were played. In 
the evening British and French officers were entertained at banquet! and 


1 Cf. Luke, p. 157. 
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friendly speeches made. Transports carrying British and French troops left 
on July goth. 


Quiet prevails in Batoum town and province. I leave Batoum July 14th 
on destroyer for Constantinople. Ends. 
Repeated to Constantinople No. 233. 


No. 597 


Earl Curzon to Commander Luke (Tiflis) 
No. 246 Telegraphic [E 7920/3400/58] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, July 12, 1920, 9 p.m. 

My telegram No. 175.! 

Complaints are being received from all quarters including High Com- 
missioner, Egypt, and D.O.T.? that Georgian Government continue to hold 
up or export for their own account goods, especially tobacco, belonging to 
British firms. You should take matter up with Mr. Gambashidze and point 
out that His Majesty’s Government can do nothing to assist Georgia or her 


Trade Mission here if British traders and British interests receive such treat- 
ment in Georgia. 


' Of April 21, not printed. 2 Department of Overseas Trade. 


No. 598 


Earl Curzon to Sir A. Geddes (Washington) 
No. 655 Telegraphic [E 9127/134/58] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, August 5, 1920! 


I should be grateful if you could ascertain whether President Wilson’s 
decision as to the boundaries of Armenia may be expected shortly. The 
imminent signature of the Treaty? renders the decision a matter of urgency 
as the execution of part of the Treaty is dependent thereon. 


t Only a Confidential Print copy of this telegram has been preserved in Foreign Office 
archives: the time of despatch is not recorded. 
2 1.e. the treaty of peace with Turkey. 


No. 599 
Commander Luke (Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received August 16, 10.25 a.m.) 
No. 355 Telegraphic [E 9959/134/58] 


Very urgent TIFLIS, August 11,1 1920 
Armenian Government have informed me that agreement concluded by 
them at Tiflis yesterday, August roth, with Soviet representative Legrand 


1 This telegram was forwarded from Constantinople on Aug. 15 at 11.10 p.m. 
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whereby—as a preliminary to final peace negotiations to be continued in 
Erican2—Armenia has agreed to temporary occupation by Bolshevik troops 
of Kartiaogh,2 Zangezour and all Nakhitchevan south of Shahtakht. 
Legrand has communicated to Armenian Government that Bolshevik troops 
have already advanced by rail towards Tabriz and that on July 31st one 
Veryava? Bolshevik emissary to Semiafakcal? proceeded to latter’s head- 
quarters via Maku and Truazid.? 

I expressed to Armenian representatives my amazement at this reversal 
of their previous decision reported in my telegram No. 315 of July 6th 
(Constantinople No. 229)3 and said that their consent to Bolshevik occupa- 
tion of Nakitchevan which opened their road into Turkey and north-west 
Persia almost amounted to an act of revolt against Great Britain and was 
particularly deplorable at the moment when Armenia had just received 
British munitions of war. Armenians defended their action on the ground 
that they could resist no longer and asserted their continued loyalty to 
Entente. They also claimed that time which they will gain by negotiations to 
be conducted at Erivan will enable them to organize further resistance if 
Bolsheviks do not ultimately evacuate. . . .5 I am not satisfied that their 
military position was as desperate as they claim though they were un- 
doubtedly hard pressed. Text of agreement follows by first opportunity.® 
I will endeavour to go to Erivan shortly.” 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 272, Teheran 124. 


2 These names were amended on the filed copy to read: ‘Erivan’, ‘Karabagh’, ‘Eliava’, 
‘Mustafa Kemal’ and ‘Bayazid’ respectively. 

3 Of July 6, not printed. In this Commander Luke reported having been officially in- 
formed that the Armenian Government were rejecting the Soviet Russian demand for the 
temporary occupation of the areas referred to in the preceding paragraph. 

4 The remainder of the telegram was missing from the copy received on Aug. 16; it is 
here printed from an amended copy received the following day. Commander Luke’s 
language was approved in Foreign Office telegram No. 280 of Aug. 19, not printed. 

S The text is here uncertain. In the paraphrase of the telegram received later it read: 
‘Natchichevan’. 

6 It was forwarded (in French translation) under cover of Commander Luke’s despatch 
No. 256 of Aug. 11, received Sept. 1. 

7 He paid an official visit there at the end of August; see Luke pp. 178-83. 


No. 600 
Sir A. Geddes (Washington) to Earl Curzon (Received August 15, 11.10 a.m.) 


No. 593 Telegraphic [E 9927/134/58] 
WASHINGTON, August 14, 1920! 
Your telegram No. 655.? 
State Department reply that work of collecting necessary data is in pro- 
gress. United States Government are also of opinion that under terms of 


! The time of despatch is not recorded. 2 No. 598. 
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Article 89 Section 6 of Treaty of Peace with Turkey decision of President 
Wilson would only be made after he had notification of signed agreement 
of parties interested. 


No. 601 
Letter from Earl Curzon to Colonel Stokes 


[E 10307/1370/58) 
FOREIGN OFFICE, September 13, 1920 
Sir, 

I have to inform you that you have been appointed to succeed Mr. 
Wardrop as British Commissioner in Trans-Caucasia. It is the desire of His 
Majesty’s Government that in your tenure of this appointment you will 
conform to the following broad lines of policy :— 

(a) The maintenance of the independence of the Caucasian States. 

(6) The rescue, if possible, of the Republics of Azerbaijan and Erivan 

from the influence of the Soviet Government. 

(c) The moral support of Georgia while she maintains her present friendly 

and anti-Bolshevik attitude. 


. 1 3. I request that you will make arrangements to proceed to Tiflis 
at your earliest convenience. | 
Iam, &c.,3 


! A paragraph dealing with emoluments is here omitted. 

2 Col. Stokes left London for Tiflis on Sept. 16 and took over the Mission from Com- 
mander Luke (see No. 548, n. 1) on Sept. 29. 

3 Signature lacking from filed copy. 


No. 602 
Colonel Stokes (Tiflts) to Earl Curzon (Received October 6, 12.30 p.m.) 
No. 423 Telegraphic [E 12317/134/58| 


Very urgent TIFLIS, October 1, 1920% 


British Representative Erivan reports September 29th that Turks have 

taken Bast in Sarikamish and Kagisman and are attacking in Igdir district. 
He adds that Armenian Government urgently request intervention. 
Repeated to Constantinople 327 and Teheran 154. 


! Despatched from Constantinople on Oct. 6 at 11.40 a.m. 
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No. 603 


Admiral Sir F. de Robeck (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Recewved October 2, 6 p.m.) 


No. 1071 Telegraphic [E r2109/134/58] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, October 2, 1920, 3.15 p.m. 


My telegram No. 1070.! 

Please . . .2 in this connecthon my telegram No. 1015 of September 13th? 
and my despatch No. 1302—-M. 3426 September 15th* putting forward Mr. 
Khatissian’s proposal that a Greek force should occupy Trebizond. In view 
of latest developments (? and) of our information regarding use of this port 
as source of supplies and as base for operations against Caucasus, I am of 
opinion that its early occupation by Allies is most effective means of giving 
assistance to Armenia. 

Repeated to Tiflis No. 238. 

1 Of Oct. 2, not printed. 

2 The text is here uncertain. In the Foreign Office it was suggested that ‘see’ should be 
supplied. 

3 Not printed. 

4 This despatch (not printed) was not received in the Foreign Office until Oct. 5. 


No. 604 


Earl Curzon to Admiral Sir 7. de Robeck (Constantinople) 
No. 930 Telegraphic [E 12109/134/58] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, October 6, 1920, 8 p.m. 


Your telegrams Nos. 1070! and 1071.? 

Allied occupation of Trebizond is impracticable and Greek occupation is 
considered undesirable. 

We are however in consultation with the Admiralty as to possibility of 
controlling traffic on Black Sea.3 

' Cf. No. 603, n. 1. 2 No. 603. 

3 In his telegram No. 984 of Oct. 19 (not printed) Lord Curzon informed Admiral de 


Robeck that he had requested the Admiralty ‘to despatch a warship to Trebizond to increase 
the vigilance of existing patrols at that and other ports along the coast’. 
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No. 605 


Colonel Stokes (Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received October 20, 7.15 p.m.) 
No. 430 Telegraphic [E 12935/1/58] 
Very secret TIFLIS, October 8, 1920! 


Armenian representative at Tiflis informs me latest (? reports show) that 
Bolsheviks are concentrating on Armenian frontier preparatory to invading 
Armenia. Three Russian regiments have detrained at Taus near Akstafa 
whence they will march to Novo Bayazid. 

The above information tends to confirm (? information) (? regarding) 
Turco-Bolshevik plan given in my telegram No. 428 of 8th October.? I have 
to-day seen Fuad Bey and Said Shamil, grandson of great Shamil, both of 
whom appeal for our support and declared moment (? was) . . .4 for Anti- 
Bolshevik revolt in North Caucasus. Name of Shamil is revered by mountain 
tribes and presence of Said Shamil will I think undoubtedly lend strength 
and cohesion to revolt. 

Fuad Bey asks for £20,000 sterling to be paid in instalments over 3 months. 
First instalment of £5,000 to be paid at once and second similar instalment 
in a month’s time only if Fuad can show good results for first instalment. 

(? While) . . .¢ optimind [sic] (? to) Fuad Bey I am of opinion we should 
support any action which would tend to prevent execution of Turco-Bolshevik 
plan. 

I therefore earnestly urge I may be immediately empowered to assist 
Fuad Bey on terms given above . . .* in transaction will of course be kept 
secret. Success of (? revolt) would probably save Armenia and deliver Trans- 
Caucasus from Bolsheviks while failure would entail no loss except that of a 
relatively small sum of money. 

Action to be useful should be taken forthwith. I therefore request that I 
may be favoured with a reply with least possible delay. 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 333. 


1 Forwarded from Constantinople on Oct. 18 at 2.10 a.m. 

2 Not printed. This reported that Soviet Russia had agreed with the Turks to overrun 
Armenia and that the Turks were ‘to take Batoum province and to receive Azerbaijan and 
Daghestan from Bolsheviks’. 

3 A nineteenth-century guerrilla and Moslem (Muridist) leader who resisted the Russians 
in the Eastern Caucasus for nearly 25 years until his capture in 1859. 

4 The text 1s here uncertain. 

Ss Lord Curzon minuted: ‘. .. I would not find one penny of this money. The idea of our 
doing so is fantastic. 

‘If, as we are told, £20,000 (I think at an earlier date it was £40,000) willsave Armenia... 
I am at a loss to understand why the rich Armenians who abound—but not in patriotism— 
do not put up the money. If old Boghos and the fiery Aharonian would slit the purses of a 
few of their wealthy countrymen, they would do more for the future of the country than a 
score of visits to San Remo or perambulation of the European Foreign Offices. C 21/10.’ 
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No. 606 
Colonel Stokes ( Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received October 21, 7.30 p.m.) 


No. 435 Telegraphic [E rg011/134/58| 
TIFLIS, October 13, 1920! 

Midnight October 13th, October 14th. 

Following telegram dated October 13th received from British Representa- 
tive at Erivan. Begins. 

(? Armenian) Minister for Foreign Affairs states that Bolshevik envoy has 
imperatively demanded Armenian (? unqualified) assent to Turkish demands 
and facility for passage by Armenian Railway of Bolshevik troops to join 
Turkish Nationalists in fighting Entente. Armenian Government to-day 
decided to refuse above demands. Armenian Representative at Moscow 
telegraphs Bolshevik Government has definitely decided to fight Entente and 
to send troops to assist Turkish Nationalists and must have use of Armenian 
Railways. Moscow has decided to reinforce Armenian front immediately. 
In this connection I am informed that the (? 9th) Red Army in Kuban 
region is being brought up to full strength and being sent to Armenia va 
Evlakh and Ozastalis. Ends. 

In my opinion Armenia can (? probably withstand) stream of Bolshevik 
(? and Turkish) army at present opposing her. She can mobilise some 10,000 
to 12,000 more men from Armenians resident in (? Anatolia) and Georgia, 
volunteers will help her in compulsory mobilization of these. I am not yet 
(? convinced that) Bolsheviks (? can) reinforce (? their) Armenian (? front) 
sufficiently to overwhelm Armenia and I am inclined to think that they are 
trying to bluff Armenia. In a short time extent to which they can increase 
their forces on Armenian front should be clearer. Meanwhile I am urging 
Armenia to mobilize every available man. Georgian Government will give 
Armenia all possible help secretly and will, I have reason to think, throw in 
its lot with Armenia when its situation becomes one of imminent danger. 
I consider moment has arrived to carry out suggestion contained in my 
telegram No. 430 dated Octr. 8th? i.e. to start revolt in Daghestan and 
Caucasus. . . .3 I strongly recommend that a consignment of (? Turkish) 
munitions of war and equipment similar to that sent to Armenia in July last 
be (? kept) ready (? at) Constantinople for immediate despatch to Armenia 
or Georgia in case of need. 

At urgent request of Armenian President I am proceeding to Erivan. 

Addressed to Constantinople No. 339 and Teheran No. 159. 


! Forwarded from Constantinople on Oct. 21 at 2 p.m. In his telegram No. 1001 of Oct. 
23 to Constantinople (not printed) Lord Curzon commented that ‘all recent telegrams from 
Colonel Stokes . . . have apparently been ro days in transit from Tiflis to Constantinople 
whereas ‘“Times”’ correspondent at Constantinople appears to be able to obtain far more 
recent information as to the Armenian military situation’. He asked Admiral de Robeck 
to ‘do what is possible to expedite transmission by wireless’. 

2 No. 605. 

3 The text is here uncertain. 
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No. 607 


Admiral Sir 7. de Robeck (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received October 20, 2.10 p.m.) 


No. 1118 Telegraphic [E 12926/134/58] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, October 18, 1920, 2.10 a.m. 


Mr. Gracey! has arrived from Erivan and would be grateful if his wife 
might be informed. 

He confirms urgency of regular supply of fuel which formed subject of my 
telegram No. 1088 of October 7th.? 

Naval Commander-in-Chief has been able to discharge at Batoum about 
10,0003 tons of oil which with strict economy may suffice for one month’s 
requirements but it is imperative that monthly supply of not less than (? that) 
amount should be regularly maintained (? to) enable Armenia to resist 
combined attack by Turks from Olti, Sarikamish and Kaghizman, Kurds 
from Igdir, Sirdar of Maku from Shahtakhti and Bolsheviks on Kazakh 
front by ensuring mobility and food supply of their forces and also to 
guarantee means of transport for refugees alluded to in paragraph 4 of my 
telegram above cited as they arrive from Basrah. 

I therefore venture to urge most strongly that means of ensuring this 
regular supply of fuel should be taken up at once in conjunction with Ad- 
miralty to whom matter has been submitted by Commander-in-Chief. 


! Capt. G. F. Gracey, British representative at Erivan, was on his way home on sick leave. 
2 Not printed. 
3 In the Foreign Office it was suggested that this figure should be ‘1,000’. 


No. 608 


Earl Curzon to Colonel Stokes ( Tiflis) 
No. 66 [E 13074/1/58] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, October 21, 1920 
Sir, 

The Georgian Foreign Minister, M. Gueguechkori, who had been for 
some time in this country, called upon me a few days ago in the Foreign 
Office, accompanied by M. Ghambashidzé, the Georgian Representative in 
London. 

He began by thanking me warmly for the part that I had played, with 
which he was quite familiar, in obtaining in Paris for his country the recogni- 
tion of her de facto independence during the early part of the year. He was 
also conscious of my action in securing for Georgia the reversion of the port 
of Batoum, and he assured me that the Georgian Government and people 
regarded me as their main friend among the Representatives of the Allied 
Powers with whom they had been brought into contact. He therefore now 
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came to appeal to me to render to his country the supreme service which it 
was in my power to confer, by arranging for the de jure recognition of the 
Georgian State. France and Italy had, he assured me, told him that they 
entertained no objection to this. Great Britain had simply to give the word 
and the fruition of Georgia’s highest hopes would be achieved. 

I asked leave, in reply, to speak to him with the complete candour of a 
sincere and recognised friend. I was a little surprised, I said, at the informa- 
tion he had given me about France and Italy, because when, at Spa, I had 
mentioned to the Representatives of those countries the idea of a de jure 
recognition of Georgia, and had sounded them upon it, the answer from both 
quarters had been that, in their opinion, the proposal was premature. I 
thought, therefore, that this must be an illustration of a phenomenon with 
which I was now quite familiar, namely, that other Powers tried to get a 
little cheap popularity for themselves by an apparent acquiescence in a 
proposal with which they did not really agree, leaving the brunt of refusal, 
if this had to be given, to be borne by Great Britain. 

There were, I went on to say, certain objections to the proposal of the 
Georgian Government which it was difficult for the moment either to over- 
look or to overcome. In the first place, when de facto recognition had been 
given, at my instance, in Paris in January last, it had been given simul- 
taneously to Georgia, Armenia, and Azerbaijan.' Did Georgia ask now to 
be treated alone; was it possible to recognise her de jure independence with- 
out doing the same thing simultaneously for Armenia; if these two were 
recognised, what measure was to be dealt out to Azerbaijan; and would 
Georgia herself contend that, at this moment, it would be either a wise or 
a possible act on the part of the Great Powers to give a formal recognition to 
the Soviet Government of that State? But there was, I said, an even more 
formidable obstacle. If the de jure independence of a State was to be recog- 
nised, there must be some certainty as to its frontiers; for a State so recognised 
would in all probability ask to be admitted, and would not be denied ad- 
mission, to the League of Nations, and thereby the Powers who were members 
of the League would assume a responsibility for the integrity and defence of 
its frontiers. What, then, I asked, were the frontiers of the Georgian State 
which we might be asked to guarantee? Could the Foreign Minister himself 
tell me? Now, it was well known, I said, that on scarcely any side had the 
frontiers of Georgia been definitely fixed. Disputes still existed between her 
and the whole of her neighbours. Until these were adjusted, it did not seem 
to me possible for the Powers, however great their sympathy with Georgia, 
and their recognition of her superior claims, to confer upon her the privilege 
that she desired. There was yet a further difficulty, namely: that de jure 
recognition had hitherto been withheld from the greater number of the 
Baltic States on the north-western side of Russia, who had similarly for the 
best part of two years been appealing for this boon. There again a similar 
uncertainty prevailed, and the Powers had accordingly, and as I thought 
wisely, withheld recognition. The selection of Georgia alone for the privilege 

™ See No. 497, 0. 5. 
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would at once raise an acute question with all these other States, and would 
precipitate an issue which it was not desirable at the present moment to 
provoke. As time passed, the horizon would clear in all these directions, and 
it might be possible for the Powers to pursue a uniform and consistent 
policy on every side. In such a case none of the Border States of Russia was 
more likely to be treated sympathetically than Georgia; but, for the moment, 
I thought that she would do well to hold her ambitions in suspense. 

There was, I told him, another aspect of the case which rendered it 
difficult at present to repose that complete confidence in the Government of 
his country which was predicated by his request. What, I asked, were the 
Georgian Government doing with their Bolshevik neighbours on the north? 
What was the purport and what the validity of their alleged Treaty with 
the Soviet Government,? to which the latter were always pointing as more 
or less placing Georgia within their sphere? What was the truth of the report 
that the Georgian Government had recently accepted a considerable loan 
from the Soviet Government? What were M. Karroff3 and the Soviet 
Delegation, reported at one time to consist of from 70 to 80 members, still 
doing in Tiflis as the guests of the Georgian Government? These rumours 
left us in some doubt as to what the real attitude and policy of the Georgian 
Government were, though his Government were always protesting to us their 
entire hostility to Soviet aggression. It was very desirable that the Minister 
should give me some explanation on this matter. 

He replied that his Government had been in a very tight place when the 
Bolsheviks appeared upon the scene; that it was quite true that they had been 
forced to conclude a Treaty with Bolsheviks; that their dire straits ought to 
be taken into account; and that they had no intention of allowing themselves 
to be enslaved by their more powerful neighbours. Indeed, I gathered that 
his Government would evade or repudiate the agreement as soon as they 
safely could. As regards the alleged loan, he warmly denied that his Govern- 
ment either had accepted or would accept a penny of money in any form 
from the Soviet Government. As to the Russian Delegation in Tiflis, their 
numbers had now been reduced to seven or eight, and their dangerous 
activities had been circumscribed. M. Gueguechkori gave me, in fact, the 
most emphatic assurances about the good faith of his Government in the 
matter. 

One further question I put to him, namely, what were the relations of 
Georgia with Armenia? It seemed to me that the two countries were fighting 
the same battle, and that only by joint action could they hope to win it. 
The most sinister feature of the situation in the Caucasus was the combina- 
tion between Bolshevik forces coming from the north and Turkish Nationalist 
forces coming from the south. Their object was to overrun and destroy the 
independent existence of Armenia, and, if this were accomplished, where, I 
asked, would Georgia be? She would infallibly be the next victim. In these 
circumstances, it seemed to me to be to the interest of Georgia herself to 


2 See No. 574. 
3 Amended in the Foreign Office to ‘Kyrof’. See No. 583, n. 3. 
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throw in the whole of her forces with Armenia to protect the latter from the 
common foe. 

The Minister assured me in reply that this was entirely the view of his 
Government. They were thoroughly conscious of the common danger, and 
were co-operating with Armenia to the best of their ability. 

How far all the protestations and assurances of M. Gueguechkori were 
in strict accord with the facts, I have not the knowledge to enable me to say, 
but I place them on record as being not unimportant in the history of the 
case. 

Iam, &c., 
Curzon OF KEDLESTON 


No. 609 
Earl Curzon to Colonel Stokes ( Tiflis) 
No. 323 Telegraphic [E 12935/1/58] 
Very urgent. Secret FOREIGN OFFICE, October 22, 1920, 7.30 p.m. 


Your telegram[s] Nos. 430! and 435.2 
His Majesty’s Government cannot entertain the idea of financing revolt 
in North Caucasus. 
1 No. 605. 2 No. 606. 


No. 610 
Colonel Stokes (Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received October 30, 10.15 a.m.) 


No. 456 Telegraphic [E 13439/134/58] 
TIFLIS, October 27, 1920" 


Captain Court? Erivan reports October 26th that Armenian Government 
consider situation serious and that next three weeks will decide their fate. 

After severe fighting Armenians have defeated Turks in Igdir Sector and 
for the moment Erivan is safe but they are unable to reinforce this sector from 
Kars owing to Turks in latter region being shortly reinforced by 3rd Turkish 
Division. 

Armenian Government urgently ask for arms ammunition and clothing, 
also for Allied attack on Trebizond. 

They also ask His Majesty’s Government to mediate between Armenia 
and Turkey. 

Armenian Government beg that they may receive a reply from His 
Majesty’s Government. 

Repeated to Constantinople 363, Teheran 168 High Commissioner Bagdad 
No. 10. 

' Forwarded from Constantinople at 1 a.m. on Oct. go. 


2 Capt. H. D. Court, R.E., was acting British representative at Erivan after the de- 
parture of Capt. Gracey; cf. No. 607. 
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No. 611 


Earl Curzon to Colonel Stokes ( Tiftis) 
No. 332 Telegraphic [E 13307/134/58] 
Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, October 29, 1920, 9 p.m. 
Following is for your information only :— 
Inter-Allied Military Commission at Versailles have decided that only 
assistance that can be afforded to Armenia consists in the supply of arms and 
ammunition. There is no question of military support at Trebizond or 


elsewhere. 
Everything possible is being done to arrange dispatch of military supplies. 


No. 612 
Earl Curzon to Colonel Stokes ( T1flts) 


No. 335 Telegraphic [E 13439/134/58] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, November 2, 1920, 6 p.m. 

My telegram No. 332.! 

French Government have loaded ten thousand rifles and eight million 
rounds on Bulgarian steamer ‘Boris’ at Varna for Georgia and Armenia. 
We are urging speedy despatch.? 

Mediation asked for in your telegram No. 4563 is obviously out of the 
question as His Majesty’s Government are not in communication with the 
Nationalists and Constantinople Government have no control over them. 


1 No. 611. 2 Cf. No. 455 above. 3 No. 610. 


No. 613 


Colonel Stokes (Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received November 12, 4.30 p.m.) 
No. 477 Telegraphic [E 14100/134/58] 
TIFLIS, November 5, 19201 


British representative at Erivan telegraphing on November 4th reports 
that Armenian forces are preparing defensive position few miles west of 
Alexandropol. Heavy snow in Kars region is (? probably) delaying Turkish 
advance. He adds that Bolsheviks are taking advantage of the situation 
and trying to supplant Allied influence. Failing Allied support Armenian 
Government will (? probably) (? avail themselves) (? of Bolshevik) (? divi- 
sion) in order to save (? themselves) from Turks. 

Armenian Prime Minister has again appealed to me for immediate aid 
from His Majesty’s Government and asks for definite reply as to (? extent) 


1 Forwarded from Constantinople on Nov. 11 at 4.45 p.m. 
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(? and) manner of assistance and date (? by which) (? it may be) (? expected). 
Final sentence of this telegram reads: 


‘My Government as you know has delayed (? uniting with) Bolsheviks 
in expectation of immediate Allied support.’ 


Reference my telegram No. 4 (? 69) November 2nd.? 

Georgian occupation of disputed zone? was carried out without consent of 
Armenian Government. 

Constantinople (? 3)79, . . .4 (? Teheran No.) (? 1)74. Baghdad No. 16. 

2 Not printed. 

3 The reference is to a zone disputed by Georgians and Armenians in the Bortchalinsk 


district. 
4 The text is here uncertain. 


No. 614 
Colonel Stokes (Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received November 15, 5.15 p.m.) 


No. 455 [sic] Telegraphic [E 14222/134/58] 
TIFLIS, November 7, 1920! 


On October 25th special Armenian Delegation discussed with Georgian 
Government the question of Military Alliance. No decision was reached. 
Georgians demanded settlement of disputed frontiers as preliminary to 
negotiating Alliance. Armenians demanded immediate decision regarding 
alliance, after which the frontier questions can be settled by mutual agree- 
ment, or arbitration, as previously arranged. 

Georgian Minister for Foreign Affairs asked Armenian representative for 
proposals for Military Alliance in writing but Armenian Government refuses 
to put them in writing. Georgians did not raise this point in their discussion 
with Special Delegation. 

Georgians informed Armenians that they are prepared to mobilise Georgian 
Army as soon as harvest is in, matter of a few days, but can give them no 
direct military aid. 

While admitting that Georgian request for proposals in writing is reason- 
able, and I [sic],2 advising Armenian Government in this sense, also realise 
motives of Georgians for delay are that they hope shortly to secure oil from 
Azerbaijan, under agreement now being negotiated and are uncertain of 
Allied support. I consider hesitation of Georgia to commit herself, unless 
assured of Allied assistance, reasonable. 

Armenians state that they are convinced that Georgia will not sign Mili- 
tary Alliance because in reply to protest made by Georgia to Moscow against 
Turkish advance into Trans-Caucasia, Moscow replied that Turks would not 
enter Georgian territory. 

' Forwarded from Constantinople on Nov. 13 at 2.30 p.m. 


2 A printed copy of this telegram here reads: ‘is reasonable, and advising Armenian 
Government in this sense, [? I] also realise’. 
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Do His Majesty’s Government desire Georgia to sign Military Alliance 
with Armenia and if so to what extent am I authorised to bring pressure to 
bear on Georgian Government to this end? 

Repeated to Constantinople No. (? 362) Teheran No. 167 and Bagdad 
No. 9. 


No. 615 
The Secretary, Admiralty, to Lord Hardinge 
M. 03180 [E 13864/1/58] 


Secret and urgent ADMIRALTY, November 8, 1920 
Sir, 

Iam commanded by My Lords Commissioners of the Admiralty to transmit 
herewith, for the information of the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, 
decypher of telegram No. 555Z from the Commander in Chief, Mediter- 
ranean (despatched on the 6th November, 2131, and received on the 7th 
November), as to the question of taking action to assist Georgia. I am to 
request that a reply may be furnished as soon as possible whether, in the 
event of Nationalist Turks taking Batum, any assistance should be given by 
the British Navy. 

2. I am to observe that Their Lordships consider that such assistance, if 
approved, should be confined to assistance by Ships and possibly Seaplanes: 
on no account should men be landed from H.M. Ships. 

Iam, &c., 
ALEX, FLINT! 


' A Principal Clerk in the Secretary’s Department. 


ENCLosuRE IN No, 615 


Commander-in-Chief, Mediterranean, (at sea) to the Admiralty 
(Received November 7, 10.45 a.m.) 


No. 555< Telegraphic 
AT SEA, November 6, 1920 


Reports indicate that continued resistance by Armenians may not long 
be possible. 

Turks elated at capture of Kars. 

Stated at Batum that Alexandropol has fallen. 

H.M.S. ‘Calypso’ reports much anxiety and unrest at Batum. 

Number of Turks in the Town increasing. 

Question of assistance to Georgia seems bound to arise in the near future. 
Some assistance is possible from sea and air. 

Request I may be informed if it should be given; in my opinion the only 
immediate measure likely to prove really effective in stopping Turkish 
offensive in the East would be the advance of the Greek Army to Eskishehr 
and Angora. 
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No. 616 


Colonel Stokes (Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received November 11)! 
No. 486 Telegraphic [E 14001/134/58] 


TIFLIs, November 9, 1920" 


Hostilities between Armenians and Turks ceased on 7th November by 
mutual agreement, a revolt of local Mahommedans in Alexandropol dis- 
trict rendering continuance of struggle by Armenians impossible. 

Repeated to Constantinople, No. 383; Tehran, No. 178; Bagdad, No. 19. 


1 Only a Confidential Print. copy of this telegram has been preserved in Foreign Office 
archives: the times of receipt and despatch are not recorded. 


No. 617 
Lord Hardinge to the Secretary, Admiralty 


[E 13864/1/58] 


Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, November 10, 1920 
Sir, 

In reply to your letter No. M. 03180 of November 8th,' I am directed by 
Earl Curzon of Kedleston to state that he concurs in the action suggested in 
paragraph 2 and that in event of an attack on Batoum by Nationalist Turks, 
any possible assistance to Georgia should be rendered by ships and seaplanes 
but that no men should be landed.? 

Iam, &c., 
(for the Secretary of State) 
J. A. GC. TILLey 


1 No. 615. 

2 On receipt of this communication the Admiralty sent copies of Nos. 615 and 616 (with 
their further comments) to the Secretary of the Cabinet for instructions as to the policy to 
be pursued. On Nov. 12 Sir M. Hankey forwarded to the Foreign Office, a copy of the 
reply sent to the Admiralty which read as follows: ‘... The Prime Minister is of opinion that 
in view of the meagre information available as to the extent to which Batum is threatened 
and in the absence of any request for assistance from Georgia or even a definite knowledge 
as to what Georgia’s attitude is likely to be, it would be premature for the Admiralty to 
give instructions to the Naval Commander-in-Chief on the lines contemplated in the 
Foreign Office letter. 

‘I am directed to request, therefore, that no action of the nature contemplated will be 
taken without the authority of the Cabinet, or in an emergency, of the Prime Minister. .. .’ 
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No. 618 
Earl Curzon to Colonel Stokes ( Tiflis) 


No. 356 Telegraphic [E 13905/134/58] 
Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, November 13, 1920, 12.10 p.m. 


Do you consider that arms it was proposed to ship to Armenia should now 
be supplied to Georgia? If so are you satisfied that latter intends to resist 
attack? 

We are asking War Office to instruct General Harington! to consult with 
you on this point. 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 1084. 


1 Lieut.-Gen. Sir Charles Harington had succeeded Lieut.-Gen. Sir G. F. Milne as General 
Officer Commanding-in-Chief, Army of the Black Sea. 


No. 619 


M. Chicherin (Moscow) to Earl Curzon (Received November 17, 6.20 p.m.) 
No. 8867 Telegraphic [E 14354/1/58] 
moscow, November 16, 1920" 


We understand from wireless messages of the British Press Service that the 
occupation of Batoum by British forces is under consideration. The Russian 
Government is compelled to draw most earnestly the attention of the British 
Government to the serious consequences which would necessarily arise in 
case of the adoption of this measure, which would be considered by us as a 
direct menace to the security of our ally, the Azerbaijan Soviet Republic, and 
of Russia herself. It would be impossible for us not to see in the occupation of 
Batoum by entente forces an attempt to create for us a new front in the South 
and a first step towards kindling a conflagration in the Caucasus which would 
once more divert the Russian working people from their peaceful labour. 
Seeing that the Russian Government in such case will be compelled to have 
recourse to all the measures which can be adopted in order to avert such 
eventualities we express the hope that the British Government will refrain 
from such a fatal step the consequences of which would wholly fall upon its 
responsibility. 

1 This telegram appears to have been relayed from Reval on Nov. 17 at 4.40 p.m. 


647 





No. 620 
Earl Curzon to Colonel Stokes ( Tiflts) 


No. 360 Telegraphic [E 14222/134/58] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, November 18, 1920, 7 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 455.! 

It now seems too late for a military alliance to have any immediate 
practical value and Georgia can hardly be pressed to ally herself with a 
defeated Armenia. 

We have always urged the importance of cooperation on both countries. 
They have not listened and have suffered accordingly. 


! No. 614. 


No. 621 


Sir H. Rumbold' (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received November 19, 9.15 a.m.) 
No. 1219 Telegraphic [E 14386/134/58)] 

Very urgent CONSTANTINOPLE, November 18, 1920, 7.30 p.m. 
Your telegram No. 1[0]84 of November 13th.? 
Both General Harington and I consider that owing to present situation 

in Caucasus arms should not be supplied to Georgia. 

1 Sir H. Rumbold had succeeded Admiral de Robeck as British High Commissioner 


at Constantinople on Nov. 17, 1920. 
2 No. 618. 


No. 622 
Colonel Stokes ( Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received November 26, 1 p.m.) 


No. 510 Telegraphic [E 14759/134/58] 
Very urgent TIFLIS, November 18, 1920! 


Monsieur Khatissian who has been appointed by Armenian Government 
to negotiate peace with Kemalists has visited me to-day.? He states that his 
Government realises that it is obliged to make peace either with Turks or 
Bolsheviks. It would be preferable to make peace with the Turks and.. .3 
inclines to the belief that His Majesty’s Government would also prefer this. 


! Forwarded from Constantinople on Nov. 26 at 1.25 a.m. 

2 In Tiflis telegram No. 487 of Nov. 9 (not printed) the Armenians were reported to 
have concluded an armistice with the Nationalist Turks on Nov. 7; cf. No. 616. 

3 The text is here uncertain. In the Foreign Office it was suggested that ‘he’ should be 
supplied. 
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It considers such a peace feasible as Armenia would be now content with 
much less territory than was accorded to her by the Peace Treaty with 
Turkey. It desires to know whether such a peace would have the approval of 
His Majesty’s Government and if so it desires that His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment should be a (? party to) negotiations and a signatory of the Treaty 
concluding this peace, . . .4 arrangement between Armenia and Turkey 
alone would not (? be a) (? treaty) favourable to Armenia but lack any ele- 
ment of durability. ...5 M. Khatissian states that Armenian people are in 
a fog. (? Newspapers) (? here) quote Italian official organ ‘Evening Courier’ 
of Rome as announcing that Peace Treaty has already been revised by the 
Allies. Propagandists tell them that the Allies and particularly England are 
aiding Kemalists as they wish latter to fight Bolsheviks. 

Bolsheviks assure them that they can settle Turkish trouble immediately 
if Armenia (? will) (? denounce) Turkish Peace Treaty and assist Bol- 
sheviks in their Eastern projects. They do not insist on Armenian accep- 
tance of Bolshevik . . .© (? presumably) because they feel sure that it will 
follow automatically. Armenian Government wants peace but it wants to 
make a peace which so far as possible will meet with the approval of His 
Majesty’s Government. 

Bolshevik envoys are due at Erivan to-day and .. .? with the Turks 
continues. Armenia is thus in the (? insecure) position of having to choose 
between the two almost immediately. Armenian Government desire to adopt 
the course most nearly (? acceptable to) (? His Majesty’s Government). I 
request that I may be sent telegraphic instructions with the least possible 
delay as to what reply I should give to M. Khatissian. 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 402. 


4 The text is here uncertain. The Foreign Office inserted ‘? as any’. 

5 In the Foreign Office it was suggested that this passage should read: ‘not only be un- 
favourable to Armenia but lack any element of durability also’. 

6 The text is here uncertain. The Foreign Office suggested reading ‘régime’. 

7 The text is here uncertain. The Foreign Office inserted ‘? armistice’. 


No. 623 


Earl Curzon to Colonel Stokes ( Tiflis) 
No. 361 Telegraphic [E 14100/134/58] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, November 19, 1920, 6 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 477.! 

Reference of Armenian Prime Minister to ‘expectation of immediate 
Allied support’ is unjustified if, as is assumed, this means military support. 
It was made clear to you in my telegram No. 332? that our support was 
necessarily restricted to supply of military material and no hope of anything 
more was ever held out to Armenian Government. 


1 No. 613. 2 No. 611. 
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No. 624 


Earl Curzon to Mr. Leslie (Reval) 
No. 307 Telegraphic [E 14354/1/58] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, November 19, 1920, 7 p.m. 
The following for Chicherin, Moscow. (Begins). 
There is not remotest foundation, as Soviet Authorities have ample means 
of knowing, for rumour that British Forces contemplate occupation of Batoum. 


The circulation of such rumours can only be intended for propaganda 
purposes. (Ends). 


No. 625 
Colonel Stokes ( Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received November 24, 7.40 p.m.) 


No. 517 Telegraphic [E 14657/1039/58] 
TIFLIS, November 21, 19201 


British civilians now here who have business works in Azerbaijan requested 
me to transmit to you following requests: 

1. That His Majesty’s Government refrain from entering into any trade 
relations with Russia or Azerbaijan until goods property of British subjects 
seized are returned or paid for. 

2. That His Majesty’s Government retain any money due by them to 
Azerbaijan.? 


! Forwarded from Constantinople on Nov. 23 at 6.30 p.m. 
2 Mr. Osborne noted ‘(2) H.M.G. are doing so; copy to Treasury.’ 


No. 626 


Earl Curzon to Mr. Leslie (Reval) 
No. 308 Telegraphic [E 14623/1/58] 
Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, November 24, 1920, 2.15. p.m. 


The following for Chicherin, begins: 

Repeated enquiries and protests by Soviet Authorities, though destitute 
of the smallest foundation, as to the alleged intention of British or allied 
governments to occupy Batoum suggest that that place, which is a part of 
the territory of the independent State of Georgia, is in some danger. His 
Majesty’s Government will be glad to receive a corresponding assurance 
from the Soviet Government that in so far as that Government is concerned 
there 1s no foundation for such suspicions and that they have no intention 
of occupying Batoum themselves. Telegram ends. 
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No. 627 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received November 27, 3 p.m.) 


No. 1240 Telegraphic [E 14798/1/58] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, November 24, 1920, 2.35 a.m. 

My telegram No. 1219.! 

Two Englishmen Colonel Gordon Brown and Mr. Gray, a Baku prisoner 
who arrived yesterday from Georgia, inform me that Georgia shows every 
symptom of Bolshevism except “Terror? and would make no real resistance 
against a serious attack from either side. 

Mr. Gray who stayed with His Majesty’s Consul at Batoum for some days 
states that Soviet Mission there could at any time bring off a coup similar to 
that at Baku last spring? were they not restrained by the presence of the war- 
ships but does not expect acute developments until Turks make a movement. 
Recent statements made in Moscow wireless as to Allied designs on Batoum 
are significant in this cunnection [sic].3 Colonel Gordon Brown who was in 
Armenia during the recent fighting tells me their attempt at resistance was 
pitiable, strongest fort at Kars being taken by a Jangali . . .4 cavalry and vast 
quantities of war material abandoned undamaged. 

This officer will take a bag to London on November 27th and would be at 
your Lordship’s disposal for information on the situation in Trans-Caucasia. 


1 No. 621. 

2 See Nos. 550-2 above. 

3 Cf. No. 619. In a minute, dated Nov. 11, Mr. Osborne cited ‘a number of extracts 
from the Moscow Wireless showing the crescendo of Bolshevik protestations, the later ones 
accompanied by threats to Georgia’. 

4 The text is here uncertain. 


No. 628 
Earl Curzon to Colonel Stokes ( Tiflis) 
No. 368 Telegraphic [E 14568/134/58] 


Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, November 25, 1920, 5 p.m. 


In the event of threatened Russian or Turkish occupation of Batoum you 
are authorized to withdraw from Tiflis with your staff if and when you con- 
sider necessary. 
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No. 629 


Earl Curzon to Colonel Stokes ( Tiflis) 
No. 371 Telegraphic [E 14623/1/58] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, November 26, 1920, 5 p.m. 


My immediately following telegrams repeat to you messages telegraphed 
on November roth and 24th respectively to Chicherin via Reval.! 

The first was in reply to a message addressed by him to His Majesty’s 
Government? while the second was inspired by persistence, in spite of first 
denial, of reports in Moscow wireless regarding alleged intention of His 
Majesty’s Government and their Allies to occupy Batoum. Later reports 
quoting this purely imaginary threat emphasize danger involved therein to 
Soviet Russia and her ally Azerbaijan and obligation of Soviet Government 
to guard against this danger if necessary by the despatch of Red troops to 
Batoum. 

Can you suggest any explanation of Bolshevik reiteration of this story? 
Do you consider there is any danger of a Bolshevik advance into Georgia 
either in collaboration with Nationalist advance into Armenia or in order 
to forestall Turkish occupation? What is actual situation at Batoum now? 


t See Nos. 624 and 626. 2 No. 619. 


No. 630 


M. Chicherin (Moscow) to Earl Curzon (Received November 27, 7.30 p.m.) 
No. 9578 Telegraphic [E 14786/1/58] 
[moscow], November 26, 1920! 


Answering your No. 103,? the Russian Soviet Government’s protests 
against the eventuality of a British occupation of Batoum, as suggested by 
wireless messages of British stations, have led the British Government to the 
assumption that this place—which is a part of independent Georgia—is in 
some danger. The above mentioned British radio telegrams prove that it is 
really threatened by the danger of being occupied by Entente forces. As for 
the intimation made by the British Government that the safety of Batoum, 
and in general the independence of Georgia, is allegedly threatened by a 
danger from the Russian Government, this allegation is dictated by the same 
misinformation of the British Government as to Caucasian affairs which was 
shown by the British Prime Minister during his conference with the Russian 
Trade Delegation on June 7th, when he expressed surprise at learning that a 
Treaty had been concluded between Soviet Russia and Georgia on May 7th.3 

1 This telegram appears to have been relayed from Reval on Nov. 27 at 5.50 p.m. 

2 No. 626. ‘103’ was presumably the number given to Lord Curzon’s telegram No. 308 


when it was forwarded from Reval by Mr. Leslie. 
3 See Vol. VIII, No. 25, minute (n), p. 302; also No. 574 above. 
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Otherwise the British Government would have known that the Russian 
Soviet Government was the first to recognise, de jure, the independent Geor- 
gian Government, this recognition being still withheld by the Entente Govern- 
ments which try to demonstrate such interest in the fate of Georgia. As a 
matter of fact the whole policy of Soviet Russia in the Near East is dictated 
by her desire to preserve peace and to render possible to every people to 
determine its own fate. There has been on the part of the Russian Govern- 
ment no act which would even remotely infringe the independence of Georgia. 
It has recognized its independence in the same Treaty which stipulates that 
no alien forces shall reside at Batoum and it is loyally observing this Treaty 
by which its action in the questions concerned is determined. A hostile 
occupation of Batoum would mean violation of the above Treaty and from 
the point of view not only of its own safety but also of the defence of this 
Treaty against any violation the Russian Government would not be able 
to remain indifferent to such eventuality. In every case however the Russian 
Government will always faithfully adhere to the recognition of Georgia’s 
independence and will in no case violate its sovereign rights either by occupa- 
tion of Batoum or otherwise. 


No. 631 
Earl Curzon to Colonel Stokes ( Tiflis) 


No. 376 Telegraphic [E 14759/134/58] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, November 28, 1920, 6 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 510 of November 18th! received November 26th. 
We could obviously not be party to a treaty with the Nationalists but we 
realize that Armenians may have no option, alternative of treaty with Soviet 


being doubtless worse. 
1 No. 622. 


No. 632 
Earl Curzon to Colonel Stokes ( Tiflis) 


No. 379 Telegraphic [E 14847/134/58| 
Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, November 30, 1920, 9 p.m. 


Special Armenian Committee of the League of Nations ask whether in 
your opinion there is a fair prospect of enabling Armenia to defend herself 
provided she is furnished with competent political and military advisers in 
sufficient numbers, adequate supplies of munitions, equipment, clothing and 
food and provided these are furnished promptly. Object is not to carry war 
beyond frontiers of Russian Armenia, but to enable Armenia to hold those 
frontiers. You may assume for the purpose of your answer that access to 
Armenia can be arranged. 
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No. 633 
Colonel Stokes (Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received December 11, 5.30 p.m.) 


No. 538 Telegraphic [E 15484/1/58] 


TIFLIS, December 1, 1920! 

Your telegram No. 371 November 26th.? 

My view is that Bolshevik action is due either (1) to belief that Georgia has 
secret Pact with Turkish Nationalists whereby latter while demanding and 
receiving Batoum promise not to invade rest of Georgia or (2) to belief that 
Nationalists have agreement with Allies to similar boundaries assigned to 
Turkey or (3) merely to desire to warn Nationalists against attempt to seize 
Batoum. 

With regard to (1), Armenians assert that they have copy of such an 
agreement but have so far failed to send me copy promised by Khatissian. 
I think such agreement improbable and I as yet (? go) unconvinced of its 
existence. 

With regard to (2), strong belief prevails generally here even amongst 
normal serious people that Nationalists have some understanding with 
Allies. Argument is that (? Allies) have done nothing to stop Kemalists so 
must approve their action. Bolsheviks (? are said to) (? hold) alternatives 
above mentioned, but desiring to avoid rupture with Nationalists, of which 
they are displaying considerable anxiety, launched a story of alleged Allied 
intention of occupying Batoum. 

I do not consider that there is any idea of Bolshevik advance into Georgia 
either in collaboration with Nationalists or in order to (? forestall Turkish) 
occupation. All my (? information tend)s to support of belief that (? both 
sides) will (? temporarily) refrain from any hostile action towards Georgia 
until (? more) serious problem of their mutual relations is solved or ends in 
open rupture. 

Propaganda both Bolshevist and Nationalist is active in Batoum and pro- 
vince but quiet prevails and Georgian Government is watching closely and 
I anticipate no serious trouble unless actual invasion of Georgia takes place. 

Local Bolshevik Mission having published in Tiflis Press summary of 
Chicherin’s message to Your Lordship of November 18th,3 I am giving 
(? Press your telegrams) 372 and 373.4 

' Forwarded from Constantinople on Dec. 8 at 9 p.m. 
2 No. 629. 


3 Presumably No. 619. 
4 These were repetitions to Tiflis of Nos. 624 and 626 above. 
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No. 634 
Colonel Stokes ( Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received December 6, 11.40 a.m.) 


No. 541 Telegraphic [E 15237/134/58] 
TIFLIS, December 1, 1920! 


Bolshevik Press Bureau (? Tiflis) announces that on November 3oth 
Armenians of Delijan and Karavanserai districts established Armenian 
revolutionary Committee at Delijan and declared Armenian Soviet Re- 
public. In the manifesto this Committee ask for aid of Soviet Russia. 

My information is that this is not spontaneous rising but was organized 
by Russian Bolsheviks at Baku who sent 2,000 armed Armenians from Baku 
for the purpose. Apparently Bolsheviks, having been refused entry of their 
troops into Armenia by Government, have decided to attempt the removal 
of Government by revolt organized by their agents whose appeal . . .? assis- 
tance will afford desired pretext for sending Bolshevik troops into Armenia. 

Repeated to Constantinople No. (430?), Teheran No. 196, Bagdad No. 33, 
Commander-in-Chief afloat Galatz. 


! Forwarded from Constantinople on Dec. 4 at 2.35 a.m. 
2 The text is here uncertain. The Foreign Office suggested ‘for’. 


No. 635 


Earl Curzon to Mr. Balfour’ (Geneva) 
No. 23 Telegraphic [E 15173/134/58] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, December 2, 1920, 8 p.m. 


Following for M. Hymans? from Prime Minister. 

Since the receipt on November 26th of telegram from President of the 
Council of the League to the Prime Minister,3 we observe that President 
of the United States of America has expressed his willingness to designate 
a personal representative as mediator with a view to ending hostilities now 
being waged against Armenian people. Our information is not clear as to 
the extent to which Armenians may have anticipated this action by con- 
cluding peace with either or both of their neighbours. We are not in a posi- 
tion to accept any independent mission with regard to Armenia if that is 
contemplated by the telegram now under reply, but President of the United 
States may rely upon us to second his efforts in every way by moral and 
diplomatic support for which he appeals. 


1 See No. 445, n. 2. 

2 President of the Council of the League of Nations. 

3 This telegram of Nov. 25 transmitted to the member Governments of the League of 
Nations the resolution voted by the League Assembly on Nov. 22 inviting the Council of 
the League ‘s’entendre avec les Gouvernements pour qu’une Puissance soit chargée de 
prendre les mesures nécessaires en vue de mettre un terme aux hostilités entre l’Arménie 
et les Kemalistes’. 
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No. 636 
Colonel Stokes (Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received December 10, 11.30 a.m.) 


No. 545 Telegraphic [E 15429/134/58] 


TIFLIS, December 3, 1920! 
Your telegram No. 379 of November goth. 
There is no longer any possibility of assisting Armenia in the manner 
suggested. 


! Forwarded from Constantinople on Dec. 8 at 4.10 p.m. 2 No. 632. 


No. 637 


Mr. Balfour (Geneva) to Earl Curzon (Received December 4, 9 p.m.) 
No. 50 Telegraphic [E 15212/1/58) 
GENEVA, December 4, 1920, 5.30 p.m. 


Following for Sir M. Hankey. Begins: 

Georgia. In sub-commission dealing with admission of new States it has 
been argued (a) that Georgia is really an old State and that history shows 
that she has been capable of defending her frontiers, (5) that Persia is in 
favour of her admission to League seeing that Georgia lies en route from 
West to Persia, (c) that admission of Georgia would enable aid to be sent to 
Armenia, (d) that it is possible to draw a distinction between Georgia and 
Balkan! States as regards question of admission. 

French Delegation are enquiring views of their Government, and I should 
be glad to learn if you remain of opinion that Georgia should not be admitted. 


1 In the Foreign Office it was suggested that ‘Baltic’ was intended. 


No. 638 
Earl Curzon to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 


No. 1149 Telegraphic [E 15174/134/58] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, December 4, 1920, 6 p.m. 


In order to enable President Wilson to carry out proposed mediation 
between Kemalists & Armenia,! Council of League of Nations ask the opinion 
of British Representatives at Constantinople and Tiflis as to whom and how 
communications intended for Kemalists can be forwarded. Council would 
be grateful also if you would forward any information or observations which 
might assist efforts at mediation. 

Please repeat to Tiflis. 

™ See No. 635. 
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No. 639 
Colonel Stokes (Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received December 12, 6 p.m.) 


No. 551 Telegraphic [E 15487/1/58] 
TIFLIS, December 5, 1920! 


Establishment of Bolshevik Government in Armenia? leaves Georgia the 
only anti-Bolshevik State in Trans-Caucasia. Inability of Allies to save 
Armenia from Bolsheviks necessitates in my opinion prompt consideration 
of case of Georgia. 

(? If) Allies are indifferent to fate of Georgia she should be told so and be 
left, free of any (? obligation to) (? Powers) who gave her de facto recogni- 
tion, to make her own arrangements. If on the other hand Allies attach 
importance to preservation of Georgia she should be told plainly without 
delay form and limit of assistance she may expect. 

Chief factors in situation apart from Allies are Bolsheviks having . . .3 
(? Turkish) Nationalists and Germany. 

Bolshevik propaganda in Georgia has not had much success but powerful 
lever in their hands is ability to stop oil supplies. 

Nationalists in their own interests desire an independent Georgia and 
would be prepared probably to forego any claim to Batoum rather than see 
Georgia embrace. ...3 (? German) interest in Georgia is reviving and if Allies 
are indifferent to Georgia she may naturally and with advantage turn to 
Germany who can influence both Bolsheviks and Nationalists. 

While realizing that question of Georgia is only one item of our policy 
in Middle East, at present under consideration, I venture to submit above 
observations to Your Lordship in order, if it be decided to assist Georgia, 
necessary steps may be taken in good time. 


1 Forwarded from Constantinople on Dec. g at 10 p.m. 
2 This had been confirmed in Tiflis telegram No. 544 of Dec. 3, not printed. 
3 The text is here uncertain. 


No. 640 


Earl Curzon to Mr. Balfour (Geneva) 
No. 35 Telegraphic [E r5212/1/58] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, December 10, 1920, 10 p.m. 
From Sir M. Hankey 
Your telegram No. 50.! 
Foreign Office view that, admission of Georgia to the League would be 
premature, remains unchanged. 


' No. 637. 


I. XI 657 UU 


No. 641 


Record of an interview between the Prime Minister and the Georgian Foreign 
Minister, December 10, 1920! 


[E 197/55/58) 
LONDON, December 13, 1920 

M. GUEGUETCHKORI, after the usual friendly preliminaries, said that he 
thought that the Allies had not given sufficient attention lately to Trans- 
Caucasian affairs. Azerbaijan had been allowed to fall under the Soviet 
rule and now Armenia had followed suit. He had no fear that the Bolsheviks 
would take Georgia because they wanted it as a corridor for trade, and also 
because Georgia was in a position to put up a vigorous resistance. His 
Government was, however, very anxious to know what assistance they could 
expect from the Allies for purposes of their own defence. He said in reply to 
a question, that Georgia will be able to defend Batoum provided it gets some 
assistance from the sea. They had arms and equipment for 70,000 men for 
operations lasting two months, but their total forces amounted to 120,000 
men for which they had not enough equipment. The army had proved its 
capacity in a big battle which they had had with the Bolsheviks in May last. 

The PRIME MINISTER asked whether the Turkish policy did not aim at 
including Azerbaijan. 

M. GUEGUETCHKORI replied that his view had always been that the best 
policy for Trans-Caucasia would be a federation of the three republics, 
but it was not practically possible. He, personally, did not mind the Turkish 
approach to Azerbaijan; the Turks were a much less menace than the 
Russians. 

The PRIME MINISTER Said that he was strongly in favour of an independent 
Georgia and was watching its experiment in self-government with interest. 
If Georgia were attacked from outside Great Britain would regard such an 
attack with great disfavour and would do what it could to assist Georgia to 
maintain its independence though it was impossible to say what practical 
form its sympathy would take as Great Britain had such great burdens to 
carry elsewhere. 

M. GUEGUETCHKORI asked whether on his return he could state that Georgia 
was not isolated, but could rely upon the sympathy of the Allies. Georgia 
though small was still a factor for peace and was an outpost of western 
civilisation. If the existing regime were overthrown, however, the energies 
of its people might be thrown into a less advantageous and less peaceful 
direction. 

The PRIME MINISTER said that he could certainly make this statement as 
there was a real feeling in favour of the maintenance of Georgian indepen- 
dence. Georgia was a barrier against Bolshevism. It was therefore a stabilis- 
ing element. Its position, though a dangerous one, was honourable, and 


t A copy of these notes, written by Mr. Philip Kerr, Mr. Lloyd George’s private secretary, 
was forwarded to the Foreign Office on Dec. 13. 
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Georgia could certainly rely upon the closest sympathy of Great Britain in 
maintaining itself as an independent and progressive state. He added that 
personally he did not think the danger would come so much from the Bol- 
sheviks as from a restored Imperialist Russia, which was quite likely to 
reappear after the collapse of the Bolshevik regime. He, therefore, urged 
Georgia to be strong by that time. 

M. GUEGUETCHKORI said that he entirely concurred with this view, which 
was that held by all leading Georgians. 


No. 642 


Earl Curzon to Colonel Stokes ( Tiflis) 
No. 399 Telegraphic [E 15487/1/58 
FOREIGN OFFICE, December 15, 1920, 6 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 551.! 

His Majesty’s Government are not indifferent to fate of Georgia and are 
strongly in favour of her independence but other burdens are such that they 
cannot say what practical form their sympathy is likely to take. 

We can therefore only express close sympathy. 


1 No. 639. 


No. 643 


Earl Curzon to M. Hymans (Geneva) 
No. 46 Telegraphic [E 15450/134/58] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, December 17, 1920, 9 a.m. 


Following from Mr. Lloyd George (No. 39). 

Your telegram of December 2nd.! 

After consulting British representatives at Constantinople and Tiflis best 
course would appear to be that President Wilson should telegraph his in- 
structions direct to American High Commissioner at Constantinople, who 
would concert with his colleagues in the matter. 

It has now been reported that a treaty of peace has been concluded between 
the Armenian Government and the Nationalists.2 The Council are no doubt 
aware that Armenia is at present reported to be under the control of Soviet 
Russia and the advanced Dashnac party.? 

Repeated to Mr. Balfour from Sir Maurice Hankey No. 47. 


1 Not printed. This contained the request of the Council of the League of Nations re- 
ferred to in No. 638 above. 

2 The Treaty of Alexandropol, of Dec. 2, 1920. A summary of the terms of this Treaty 
is printed in F. Kazemzadeh, The Struggle for Transcaucasia, 1917-1921 (New York, 1951), 
p. 289. 

3 For the Dashnaks see No. 522. 
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No. 644 


Colonel Stokes (Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received December 20, 5 p.m.) 
No. 572 Telegraphic [E 15893/1/58] 
TiFLIs, December 17, 1920" 


In the event of this Mission having to leave Georgia owing to threat of 
Bolshevik invasion we shall (? in my opinion) be under moral obligation to 
take with us a number of persons of various nationalities who have worked in 
British interests and their families as they all will be in danger of their . . .2 
if Bolsheviks come here. Senior Naval Officer, Batoum, informs me that his 
instructions preclude his embarking any but British subjects in such an 
emergency. I earnestly request that I be given discretion to evacuate in case 
of necessity such persons and that Admiralty be asked to issue necessary 
instructions. 


1 Forwarded from Constantinople on Dec. 19 at 7.55 p.m. 
2 The text is here uncertain. In the Foreign Office the word ‘lives’ was pencilled in. 


No. 645 
Earl Curzon to Colonel Stokes ( Tiflis) 
No. 408 Telegraphic [E 15893/1/58] 
Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, December 24, 1920, 12.45 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 572.! 

We are asking Admiralty to instruct Senior Naval Officer, Batoum, to 
consult you on the subject with a view to taking off any persons who would 
be in serious danger of their lives and to whom we are under real obligation. 

But you should exercise your discretion most sparingly and numbers 
should be restricted to absolute minimum as there is neither money nor room 


for more refugees. 
t No. 644. 


No. 646 
Note from Earl Curzon to the French Chargé d’ Affaires 


[E 16054/1/58] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, December 29, 1920 


The Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs presents his compliments to the 
French Chargé d’Affaires and in reply to Monsieur de Fleuriau’s note of 
December 23rd.! has the honour to state that in consideration of the present 
situation in the Caucasus and of the possibility of any Allied gift of military 
supplies to the Georgian Republic being used by the Soviet Government as an 


™ Not printed. 
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excuse to question Georgian neutrality and possibly to attack the Republic, 
His Majesty’s Government have decided not to make any such gift, but on 
the other hand they might be prepared to facilitate a bona fide purchase by 
the Georgian Government. 


No. 647 
Note from Mr. Kerr to Mr. R. H. Campbell 


[E 7197/55/58] 
LONDON, January 3, 1921 


The representative of Georgia came to see me to-day and asked if the 
British Government would give Georgia assistance in money and munitions 
to repel a Bolshevik attack which they feared. He stated that he had been 
informed by the Georgian Foreign Minister that Mr. Lloyd George had 
promised his assistance. In reply, I pointed out to him that he should make 
any application for assistance which he required to the Foreign Office, but 
that in any case Mr. Lloyd George had not made any specific promises and 
had only promised general support in his interview with M. Guéguétchkori.! 
I have already sent you a copy of this interview from which you will see what 
passed. I have no doubt the Georgian representative will call at the Foreign 
Office and perhaps you would arrange for someone to see him.? 


P. H. Kerr 

™ No. 641. 

2 He was seen by Mr. D. G. Osborne on Jan. 4, 1921. Lord Curzon commented as 
follows: 

‘When the Soviets overran Azerbaijan and set up a Soviet Govt. in Armenia, it was 
obvious that Georgia’s turn would come next. She has been making what stand she could, 
as she is very anxious about losing Batum to one of her two neighbours. But I think it is a 
pity using ambiguous language to her as the P.M. appears to have done. ... I do not 
myself see what assistance we can now afford—as indeed I have already said in an earlier 
telegram [namely No. 642 above]. When I was fighting Georgia’s battle in the Cabinets 
a year ago while we were still in Batum and she had a good chance, no scorn was held to be 
too great for her efforts. Now that she is [in] extremis we are invited to assist. 

“Nor can I see why we should be making agreements with the Russian Soviets ourselves, 
and at the same time preventing others from doing so. C.’ 


No. 648 


Colonel Stokes ( Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received January 16, 1.45 p.m.) 
No. 12 Telegraphic [E 722/55/58] 


Urgent TIFLIS, January 13, 1921! 


Reference your telegram No. 410 of December 26th.? which was received 
here to-day January 13th. 
It is my considered opinion that it is in the highest degree improbable that 


' Forwarded from Constantinople on Jan. 15 at 7.30 p.m. 2 Not printed. 
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Georgia will come to be united with the Bolsheviks. She is daily giving 
proofs of her intensely anti-Bolshevik attitude even at the cost of deprivation 
of oil from Baku which is hampering her whole economic life. Her relations 
with Turkish Nationalists are friendly and in the event of a split between 
them and the Bolsheviks I confidently anticipate that if unable to remain 
neutral she will join the Nationalists. 


No. 649 
Colonel Stokes (Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received January 22, 8.30 p.m.) 
No. 19 Telegraphic [E 1053/55/58] 
Very urgent TIFLIS, January 20, 1921! 

Georgians have received note from local Bolshevik representative con- 
taining several demands, of which chief are (1) Release of Bolshevik agitators 
arrested in Georgia, (2) Release of Bolshevik goods recently seized by Geor- 
gian Government, (3) Dismissal of Georgian Commissioner at Batoum for 
ordering lowering of Bolshevik flags hoisted on ships and on shore. 

Georgian Government has decided to refuse all demands, although it 
knows that refusal entails continued deprivations of (? oil) supplies, which is 
hampering its whole economic life, and may lead to rupture of diplomatic 
relations. 

Georgian Government has further decided to mobilise its forces as, 
although it does not believe that its present refusal will lead to immediate 
attack by Bolsheviks, it is (? convinced that) (? at) some later and more 
opportune moment Bolsheviks will attack Georgia. 

Georgian Government asks me to ascertain whether His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment will assist it immediately with munitions and begs for a definite reply 
with least possible delay. 

I (? think) (? immediate) attack, i.e. on expiration of three days, within 
which Bolsheviks request compliance with their demands, improbable, but 
in my opinion, unless Georgia is willing to become Bolshevik, she has no 
alternative but to mobilise and be prepared to fight. She has taken that 
decision, and I strongly urge that she may be given assistance for which she 
asks. 

Prompt assistance in shape of munitions and of oil at present time will 
show in a very practical form sympathy of His Majesty’s Government towards 
Georgia. 

Details of requirements and my reasons for not anticipating an immediate 
attack follow in separate telegrams.? 

Constantinople No. 17, Commander-in-Chief Afloat No. 7. 

Passed by Constantinople to India, Teheran and Baghdad. 

1 Forwarded from Constantinople on Jan. 22 at 2.20 p.m. 

2 e.g. Tiflis telegram No. 20 of Jan. 20 (not printed) in which Col. Stokes stated that he 
had that day received a report of a discussion at Moscow early in January regarding the 


advisability of attacking Georgia, in which the majority supported MM. Lenin, Trotsky, and 
Stalin in opposing an immediate attack. 
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No. 650 


Colonel Stokes (Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received January 25) 
No. 21 Telegraphic [E 1177/55/58}? 
TIFLIS, January 20, 192I 

Reference my telegram No. 19 of 20th January.? 

Military requirements of Georgian Government are as follows :— 

Complete uniform and equipment for 75,000 men; 75,000 rifles with spare 
parts, short British rifle if possible; small-arm ammunition, 150,000,000 
rounds; Lewis guns, 350; either 200. . .3 or 120 Maxim guns; machine-gun 
ammunition, 8,000,000 rounds; mountain guns, 40; shells, 200,000; 3-inch 
field guns, 20; shells 100,000; 4:8-inch howitzers, 18; shells, 90,000; 6-inch 
howitzers, 18; shells, 54,000; harness for teams, spare parts, pack equipment 
for mountain guns, limbers, 2 per gun or howitzer; shells in proportion of 
2 shrapnel to 1 high explosive. 

Length of sole of boots should be for 60 per cent., 30 centimetres; for 
20 per cent., 29 centimetres; for 20 per cent., 28 centimetres; equipment 
should be for 60 per cent., medium size; for 20 per cent., large size; and for 
20 per cent, small size. 

Georgian Government urgently desire to obtain third of above im- 
mediately, remainder to be kept at Constantinople, ready to be sent when 
required. Georgian Government is convinced of its power, and they think 
that I agree. I am convinced that Georgian nation will fight for its inde- 
pendence, and submit that our own interests demand that we should assist 
it so far as we can. 

Georgia has large reserve of trained soldiers, and national and anti- 
Bolshevik feeling is strong. If assistance asked for is forthcoming, moral effect 
and encouragement will be great. 

Sent to India and Constantinople, No. 20. 


1 The original filed copy under this reference is missing. The present text has been sup- 
plied from Confidential Print: the times of despatch and receipt are not recorded. 
2 No. 649. 3 The text is here uncertain. 


No. 651 
Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon (Received January 26) 
No. 52 Telegraphic [E 1213/55/58}? 


CONSTANTINOPLE, January 23, 1921 

Tiflis telegram No. 19, penultimate paragraph.? 
In reply to previous enquiry from Colonel Stokes . . .3, 1,500 tons of crude 
oil and 1,500 kerosene could be supplied to Georgia from naval and military 
1 The original filed copy under this reference is missing. The present text has been sup- 


plied from Confidential Print: the times of despatch and receipt are not recorded. 
2 No. 649. 3 The text is here uncertain. 
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stocks here. Senior naval officer now informs me that crude oil could be 
supplied, subject to Admiralty approval, from naval stocks in Constantinople. 
Repeated to Tiflis No. 4. 


No. 652 


Earl Curzon to Colonel Stokes ( Tiflis) 
No. 24 Telegraphic [E 1685/55/58] 


Immediate FOREIGN OFFICE, February 11, 1921, 3.10 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 3o.! 

You are authorized to inform Georgian Government that His Majesty’s 
Government grant them de jure recognition. 

I regret that owing to misunderstanding you were not informed earlier. 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 89. 


1 Of Feb. 1, not printed. This had reported the receipt by the Georgian Government of 
a message from their Minister for Foreign Affairs at Paris stating that the Allies had granted 
Georgia de jure recognition on Jan. 27. Col. Stokes asked for confirmation. 


No. 653 


Colonel Stokes (Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received February 18, 10.45 p.m.) 
No. 50 Telegraphic [E 2201/55/58] 


Secret. Very urgent TIFLIS, February 15, 1921° 


I appreciate situation created by Bolshevik attack on Georgians in neutral 
zone? as follows: 

According to reliable information received by me to-day of a meeting of ) 
Bolshevik authorities at Baku the 11th Army Staff in Azerbaijan (? with 
whom) .. .3 have decided to be ready if Turkish Nationalists secure agreement | 
with Entente, for conflict with Turks which (? they) consider (? will be) 
inevitable and at same time for crushing of (? Georgia). Invasion of neutral 
zone has been carried out .. .3 (? only) (? peaceful) interference without open 
rupture with Bolsheviks. In reply to protest from Shainemann* Moscow 
professed ignorance of invasion and directed him to take necessary steps to 
stop it and to conclude agreement with Georgia on lines of that of May last. 
Moscow’s profession of ignorance of invasion is possibly sincere and curious 
fact is that land telegraph lines from Tiflis to Moscow, Baku and Erivan 
have all been cut outside Georgian territory. 


' Forwarded from Constantinople on Feb. 18 at 3 p.m. 
2 This attack was reported by Col. Stokes in his telegram No. 45 of Feb. 13 (despatched 
from Constantinople on Feb. 17 at 4.40 p.m. and received in the Foreign Office on Feb. 19 


at 3 p.m.). 
3 The text is here uncertain. 4 Soviet Russian representative in Tiflis. 


S See No. 574 above. 
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It seems clear that whatever be result of London Conference® 11th Army 
will attack Georgia. All parties in Georgia are united and Georgia will 
undoubtedly fight to protect her independence. In that event Azerbaijan 
and North Caucasus will certainly rise against Bolsheviks if Georgian troops 
advance into their territories. This moment will be most favourable for 
securing (? expulsion) (? of) Bolsheviks from Caucasus. From point of view 
of British interests such a result would be (? of) (? great) importance in re- 
establishing position in Persia and in effect it would have in Turkistan and 
further East. 

In view of present situation (? indignation at) administration and move- 
ments of transport for Bolsheviks, it is important that they should be expelled 
from Caucasus before Volga is open again (i.e.) (? towards the) (? end of) 
March. 

For expulsion of Bolsheviks from Caucasus to succeed first requisite is that 
Turkish Nationalists be detached from Bolsheviks by securing agreement 
with Allies. The second requisite is that Georgia be assured of supplies of 
munitions of war and some at least be sent immediately. 

Time is of extreme importance as present favourable combination of 
circumstances, if not to be taken advantage of, may not recur. 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 48 and Commander-in-Chief Afloat 19. 
Sent to India, Baghdad and Teheran. 


6 The Third Inter-Allied Conference of London, held between Feb. 21 and March 12, 
1921. 


No. 654 
Colonel Stokes (Batum) to Earl Curzon (Received February 24, 1.30 p.m.) 


No. 53 Telegraphic [E 2523/55/58] 
BATUM, February 20, 1921! 


At 3 a.m. February 17th Georgian Government informed me news from 
the front was so bad that Government had decided to . . .? first train would 
be ready at 7 o’clock for foreign missions wishing to leave. 

Entire British colony except a few who elected to remain are now at 
Batoum as also the mission, except Rooker? and Court whom I have left at 
Tiflis to keep me informed. I burnt nearly all the mission records but brought 
away the cyphers. Train which brought me did not leave till 1.30 a.m. 
February 18th. During February 17th military situation improved and 
Government decided to remain at Tiflis. I decided to come to Batoum 
myself in order to make sure of communication with you. Indo-European 
line Tiflis-Batoum continues to work and since my arrival closest possible 
touch has been maintained with Rooker and summary of his telegrams to 
date is as follows. 

1 Forwarded from Constantinople on Feb. 24. The time of despatch is not recorded. 

2 The text is here uncertain. 

3 Capt. J. K. Rooker had been a member of the British Mission to Transcaucasia since 
Nov. 7, 1919. 
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February 17th. Georgians (? held) (? line) . . .2 miles south-east of Tiflis. 
No general attack was made but cavalry attack on Boroblo was repulsed. 

(2) February 18th. Enemy attack(? ed in) (? force) on both sides of 
Kura river. Main attack on west side at dawn penetrated to the (? outskirts 
of) Tiflis but was repulsed by Georgian artillery. Georgians delivered 
(? vigorous) counter-attack and drove the enemy back taking prisoners. 
Enemy force on the west bank consisting of 60th Brigade plus portion of the 
18th and 22nd Infantry Divisions plus flanking force on their left (? of) 
(? two) Armenian battalions and one cavalry brigade. This flanking force 
took Kod i [? Kodjori] (? but is) isolated and has no artillery and 
Georgians hope to surround and cut it off. One brigade of cavalry and one of 
(? infantry) (? operat)-ed on east bank. Enemy casualties estimated at 1,000 
apart from prisoners. Morning February 2oth all was quiet in Kustendje 
valley section but fighting continued at Kod 1 and on Telaf railway at 
distance of 12 to 15 miles east of Tiflis. It appears that (? General Staff) is 
confident and re-inforcements are coming up well. Quiet prevails in Tiflis 
and there has been no sign of panic. 

Georgians have taken over 2,000 prisoners . . .2 their own casualties are 
reported slight. Bolsheviks apparently have in Azerbaijan besides 11th 
Army one division of 9th and one of roth Army. 

Bolsheviks attacked towards Gagri and are (? held) at Pelinkovo about 
six miles north of Gagri. 

Intercepted message indicates anti-Bolshevik risings in Azerbaijan and 
Armenia and . . .2 by wireless to Tiflis that Soviet Government had been 
overthrown and Provisional Government formed under Vratzian, who in- 
formed Jordania that Beksadian was appointed representative (? in) Tiflis. 
Armenians are said to be advancing on Karaklis. 

Turks have offered Georgia to intervene but price asked is considered by 
Georgia excessive. What details of these negotiations... (remainder missing). 








No. 655 


Colonel Stokes (Batum) to Earl Curzon (Recetved March 1, 11.30 a.m.) 
No. 62 Telegraphic [E 2737/55/58] 


BATUM, [February 23, 1g2r]' 
Your telegram No. 13 February 24th.? 
Following is repetition of my telegram No. 62 addressed to Foreign Office. 


Batoum February 23rd. I have received telegram from Georgian 
Minister for Foreign Affairs stating that yesterday Georgian Government 


1 This was the date of the original telegram No. 62 from Batum which was received 
[date not traced) ‘mutilated and mostly undecypherable’ and of which a repetition was 
requested in Foreign Office telegram No. 118 of Feb. 26 to Constantinople. The date of 
despatch from Batum of the repeated telegram has not been traced, but it was despatched 
from Constantinople on Feb. 28 at 11.55 p.m. 2 The reference is uncertain. 
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received from Angora demand to evacuate districts of Ardanan [Ardahan] 
and Artvin immediately, failing which Turks would occupy them by force. 
Georgian Government unable to fight on two fronts has been obliged to 
cede two districts and has ordered their evacuation whilst expressing their 
astonishment at action of Angora and hope that matter may be settled by 
arbitration. Georgian Government wish that His Majesty’s Government 
and London Conference now sitting be immediately informed of above 
and protest to them against Turkish aggression. 


In my opinion motives of Turkish action are: 


1. To apply pressure on London Conference. 

2. To be in position easily to occupy Batoum if Bolsheviks take Tiflis or 
threaten Batoum by an advance along Black Sea Coast. (Ends). 

Repeated to India, Bagdad and Teheran. 


No. 656 


Colonel Stokes (Batum) to Earl Curzon (Received February 26, 4 p.m.) 
No. 63 Telegraphic [E 2628/55/58] 
BATUM, February 23, 1921! 

Following is summary of Rooker’s reports last night and this morning. 

Tiflis front. Bolsheviks reported moving due East from Sandarix Sagand- 
lutann section, Bolsheviks have withdrawn to Yagludja Ridge north-west of 
Gamborovka. In Kajori section Georgians have voluntarily withdrawn from 
Vashlovani but their patrols operate in Kumisi area. 

Georgian staff regard Kajori . . .2 as (? re-established). Bolsheviks have 
forces at Jekhazoisecu and Amarmuli south of railway near Baziani. In 
Telaff-Signakh area Bolsheviks are attempting to cut off Georgian troops who 
yesterday were driven back to Koshki but later entrenched, (? lost) (? ground) 
and now occupy Georgian railway junction. 

Kazbek front. Bolshevik Brigade or weak division attacked Georgians at 
Daral Pass but was repulsed. Attack renewed on morning of February 23rd. 
Local inhabitants assisting Georgians but difficulty of supply over snow 
bound road render(s) . . .2 position of Georgian (? detachment) . . .2 Gagri 
front. Georgian detachment of one battalion and one battery at Pelinkovo 
withstood all February 22nd attack of 8,000 Bolshevik cavalry and infantry 
but had to withdraw losing one gun and all machine guns. Gagri has been 
evacuated and line of River Bzib is now held. 

French destroyer is conveying reinforcements of one battalion from Batoum 
to-day. French cruiser ‘Waldeck Rousseau’ has already left Batoum to assist 
Georgians on Bzib. 

No news from Armenia or Azerbaijan. 


' Forwarded from Constantinople on Feb. 25 at 12.20 p.m. 
2 The text is here uncertain. 
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General. Seventy Georgians captured on Tiflis front by Bolsheviks have 
returned to Tiflis, some bringing their rifles. Enemy’s retreat was so hurried 
that he could not guard his prisoners. Georgian officers captured by Bol- 
sheviks are shot. Captured copy of order signed by Trotsky directs that 
Tiflis be taken by February 18th.3 

Men are pouring in for mobilisation, but unless more rifles and ammuni- 
tion begin to arrive for Georgia within a few days, it will be impossible to 
utilise them. I learn unofficially that French are sending help in the shape of 
munitions and benzine from Constantinople but no details known here yet. 
Any quantity, however small, will be of great use. 

I trust His Majesty’s Government will immediately assist Georgia in her 
gallant struggle which compels admiration. (? Time) (? is) all important. 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 60 and Commander-in-Chief Afloat 
(? No. 60). 

Repeated to India, Teheran and Baghdad. 


3 For a précis of a speech on Jan. 20 in which M. Trotsky declared the destruction of 
Georgia to be one of Soviet Russia’s next objectives, see No. 839 below. 


No. 657 


Earl Curzon to Colonel Stokes (Batum) 
No. 34 Telegraphic [E 2201/55/58] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, February 25, 1921, 7 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 50 (of 18th February).! 

At San Remo British Representatives did their utmost to persuade Cau- 
casian States to combine with a view to common action. Our advice was 
neglected and we do not feel inclined to renew the attempt or to involve 
ourselves with Azerbaijan or Dagestan elements. Our sympathies are with 
the Georgian people who have done well but they must now depend on their 
own policy and resources. 

' No. 653. 


No. 658 


Colonel Stokes (Batum) to Earl Curzon (Received February 27, 2.30 p.m.) 
No. 66 Telegraphic [E 3208/55/58] 


BATUM, February 25, 1921' 


Just received, from Armenian clerk of Indo-European at Tiflis, telegram 
stating that Bolsheviks have entered Tiflis and are looting town. Georgian 
Government and Rooker and Court left Tiflis by train about 9 p.m. last 
night. Rooker informed me at 8 p.m. yesterday evening that he had just 


! Forwarded from Constantinople on Feb. 26 at 9 p.m. 
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received warning to proceed to railway station. Immediately before this 
Court had information that . . .2 had occupied height(s this?) (? morning) 
and . . .2 Georgians were attacking and hoped to dislodge them. 

Georgia will probably defend position about ten miles north-west of Tiflis. 

I anticipate that Turks will come into Batoum. Their nearest troops are 
at Khopa and said to number 2,000. Georgians have troops at Borchka and 
(? there is no) (? news) as yet of any Turkish movement towards Batoum. 

Gagri front. So far as is known here Georgians are holding line of River 
Bzib. 

I do not propose at present to evacuate British subjects or mission from 
Batoum .. .? and personally await here the arrival of Rooker and Court. 

Loss of Tiflis serious but situation of Georgia is not in my opinion by any 
means hopeless. There are indications that Bolshevik troops will be (? di- 
verted) to be ready to oppose Turks in case of need. 

In case of necessity there are over 100 people to be evacuated including 
several small infants. There are as many women as men. Accommodation 
(? for) (? such) (? will be) difficult on one of His Majesty’s ships and I there- 
fore recommend immediate despatch of a suitable small steamer. 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 64 and Commander-in-Chief Afloat. 


2 The text is here uncertain. 


No. 659 
Earl Curzon to Colonel Stokes (Batum) 
No, 22 [E 3432/55/58] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, March 17, 1921 
Sir, 

M. Tchenkeli, the recently appointed Georgian Representative to the 
Capitals of Paris, London and Rome, called upon me at the Foreign Office 
this afternoon in order to descant upon the misfortunes of his country, and to 
ask the advice of the British Government as to the course they had better 
pursue. 

He did not seem to be very well acquainted with the latest position of 
affairs in Georgia, which, no doubt, is changing from day to day, and was 
under the impression that the Turks had marched into Batoum, not, as our 
information went to show, with the knowledge if not at the instigation of the 
Georgian Government in order to save that place from being seized by the 
Bolsheviks,' but as a movement of aggression on their own part. He was 
conscious, however, that his Government was in a desperate plight, and was 
anxious to find in any direction an alleviation for its pains. 


! In an unnumbered telegram (dated Batum March 7 and received on March 10 at 
6.30 p.m.) Col. Stokes had reported: ‘I learn secretly that Georgian Government have 
invited Turks to occupy Batoum to allow Georgian civil administration to continue’, and 
in telegram No. 86 of March 11 (received March 15) that “Turkish military occupation of 
Batoum Province and districts . . . is proceeding.’ 
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I told him that, sorry as I was for the misfortunes of Georgia, who had had 
no better friend than myself during the events of the last two years, I felt 
that she had to some extent brought them upon herself. The only barrier 
that could have been successfully opposed to the Bolshevik advance in the 
Caucasus was a solid union or confederation of the three Caucasian States. 
I had impressed this upon the Georgian Representatives with all the insis- 
tence of which I was capable at San Remo nearly a year ago,” and my private 
secretary, Mr. R. Vansittart, had devoted hours of time to inducing the 
Georgian, Armenian and Azerbaijan representatives to conclude an agree- 
ment. This had broken down owing to the short-sighted obstinacy of the 
Georgians alone; the point at issue being the facilities to be given for access 
from Armenia to the sea. For this cardinal mistake the Georgians had since 
been paying the penalty. Further, she did not seem to me to have utilised 
the interval to consolidate her armed strength or her national existence in 
the degree which might have been expected, while, from the rapidity with 
which her forces had dwindled and her Government been submerged, it was 
clear to me that a large portion of the population must be themselves in 
sympathy with the Soviet attack. In these circumstances, I did not see what 
Great Britain or the Powers could do at the moment to save Georgia from 
a situation which she had to a large extent brought upon herself. 

M. Tchenkeli seemed to be very much hurt that he had not been heard 
at the recent Conference, which had given so full a hearing to the Turks, 
Greeks, and other parties.? 

I told him that I thought this complaint was without justification, since the 
question of Georgia was not raised by the Treaty of Sévres. 

On the other hand, I informed him that we had done our best for Georgia 
in our Conferences with the Turkish delegates from Angora, and that though 
we could not in all probability exercise any influence upon what was happen- 
ing on the Northern frontiers of Georgia, or on their relations with the Bol- 
sheviks, we would certainly do our best to secure the recognition of their 
independent existence and the determination of their frontiers on the 
Southern side by arrangement with the Turks. 

We had found, in conversation with Bekir Sami Bey,‘ that the latter him- 
self was strongly in favour of a Caucasian confederation as a barrier between 
the Turks and the Bolsheviks, and he had indicated that, instead of desiring 
to retain Batoum, as M. Tchenkeli appeared to be convinced, the Turkish 
occupation of this town and neighbourhood was intended only to be tem- 
porary in character. 

I suggested that, in the light of what I had told him, M. Tchenkeli, who 
was about to leave for Paris, and who was already acquainted with Bekir 
Sami Bey, should at once reopen conversations with the latter and endeavour 
to secure from him friendly assurances in this respect. He might then come 
back to England and inform me of what he had done. 


2 Cf. No. 549. 
3 i.e. the Third Inter-Allied Conference of London, see No. 653, n. 6. 
* Turkish Minister for Foreign Affairs. 
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M. Tchenkeli, who had evidently entered the room with no very clear idea, 
either as to what he was to ask for or what he might expect to receive, 
expressed almost unbounded relief at this advice, which seemed to hold out 
for him hopes that he had not anticipated, and he left with the expressed 
intention of acting immediately upon the advice that I had given. 

Iam, &c., 
CuRZON OF KEDLESTON 


No. 660 
Colonel Stokes (Batum) to Earl Curzon (Received March 20, 11.15 a.m.) 
Unnumbered Telegraphic [E 3450/55/58] 


BATUM, March 17, 1921! 


Result of negotiations between Georgian Government and Soviet Govern- 
ment at Tiflis? is that the former has invited the latter to occupy the province 
and town of Batoum. Bolshevik troops are expected at Batoum to-morrow 
when Georgian Government will embark in Italian steamship for Italy. 
German and Italian Missions are embarking on the same steamer and 
French and American representatives on their respective warships. 

Turks whose intention was gradually to take over the civil administration 
will probably withdraw on the arrival of the Bolsheviks. Georgian President 
informs me that Angora has signed agreement with Tiflis Government 
assigning Batoum province and districts of Akhaltsikh and Akhalkalaki to 
Georgia. My staff and I are on board H.M.S. ‘Montrose’.3 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 98. 

! Forwarded from Constantinople on March 18 at 6.20 p.m. 

2 In his telegram No. go of March 14 (received 10.30 p.m. on March 15) Col. Stokes 
had reported that an armistice between Georgian and Soviet Russian forces had begun at 
noon on March 14 and that negotiations between the Georgian Government and the Soviet 
army were being held at Tiflis. 

3 The last two sentences of this telegram were missing from the copy received on March 20. 
They have been supplied from a confirmatory copy received at Constantinople on March 23 
and in the Foreign Office on March go. On the file containing the original telegram Lord 
Curzon minuted: ‘Georgia has experienced the inevitable doom. C 21/3.’ 


No. 661 


Colonel Stokes (en route to Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Recetved March 21, 11.30 a.m.) 


No. 92 Telegraphic [E 3478/56/58] 
AT SEA, March 19, 1921! 


In H.M.S. ‘Montrose’ en route to Constantinople.? 
American Consul who landed Batoum this morning and saw Turkish 


! Forwarded from Constantinople on March 20 at 8 p.m. 
2 See No. 660. H.M.S. Montrose reached Constantinople on March 21. 
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representative states that Turks still hold half of the town and fighting 
yesterday was confined to Turks and Georgian Bolsheviks, Russian Bol- 
shevik troops remaining (? neutral). 
Truce has been arranged pending reference to Moscow and Angora. All 
foreign ships, naval and mercantile, will have left Batoum by this evening. 
Addressed to Constantinople No. 101. 


No. 662 


Colonel Stokes to Earl Curzon (Received April 20) 
Unnumbered [E 4687/55/58] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, April 20, 1921 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to submit the following report on events in Georgia 
which led to the withdrawal of my Mission from that country. 

On February 12th the Bolsheviks suddenly attacked the Georgian troops 
which in scattered detachments were occupying the portion of the Borcha- 
linsk district claimed by both Armenia and Georgia and known as the 
neutral zone. Simultaneously anti-Georgian risings occurred in several 
places in this zone and such Georgian detachments as were not cut off with- 
drew to the northern boundary of the zone. The attack was made by 
Armenian and Russian Bolshevik troops. The inhabitants of the zone who 
attacked the Georgians were Molokans and Armenians amongst whom it 
was known that active Bolshevik propaganda had been conducted for some 
time. 

On February 15th the Georgian troops, having received reinforcements, 
made a counter-attack on the Bolsheviks in the neighbourhood of Sadakhlo 
and met with some success but an attack by Bolsheviks at Poili and Red 
Bridge which resulted in their crossing to the Georgian side of the River 
Kura compelled the Georgian troops at Sadakhlo to fall back. The entire 
Georgian forces then took up a line running from Kolsalo to Bolshoi Muganlo, 
thence west along the River Khram. This line was not intended to be held 
permanently and during the night the Georgian troops fell back to the line 
of the foothills some ten versts to the north. Here they were attacked on the 
morning of February 16th and repulsed the Bolsheviks. The attack was 
renewed on the night of February 16th-17th and the Georgian line pene- 
trated. News of this event reached the Georgian Government at an early 
hour on the morning of February 17th and at 3.15 a.m. I was awakened by 
a representative of the Georgian Foreign Office who informed me that the 
Government had decided to evacuate Tiflis, and that all foreign missions 
should also leave. He added that a train would leave at 7 a.m. Immediate 
steps were taken to warn all British subjects and others who had compromised 
themselves in Bolsheviks’ eyes by working in our interests. As the repre- 
sentative of the Georgian Foreign Office had informed me that the Bol- 
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sheviks were advancing rapidly on Tiflis and the front was only some 10 to 
12 miles distant I decided to burn practically all my archives, ciphers and 
a few important documents excepted. This was carried out in a short time. 
Thanks to the zeal and energy of my staff about half the persons to be 
evacuated were sent off by a train which left at about 10.30 a.m., accom- 
panied by half of my staff. The remainder of the mission and persons to be 
evacuated reached the railway station with me a few minutes later. The 
town was perfectly quiet and complete order prevailed at the station despite 
the large number of people who wished to obtain places in any train leaving 
Tiflis. 

The British colony received but short warning to prepare to leave Tiflis. 
I had carefully considered the question of warning them from the time the 
Bolshevik troops entered Georgian territory at Red Bridge on February 15th. 
I decided not to issue any warning as such warning would certainly become 
known in a short time and might easily start a panic. The short notice given 
is undoubtedly the cause of some members of the British colony having to 
leave behind much of their personal property. This I greatly regret but I 
consider that in the circumstances it was unavoidable. News from the front 
was now received that the Georgians had re-established their line, and that 
there was no immediate danger. The Government decided to await further 
news and take a final decision in the afternoon as to their staying or leaving. 
Favourable reports continued to be received during the day, and at 7 p.m. 
I was officially informed that the Government had decided to stay. I was 
asked what I proposed to do. I decided to go to Batum myself leaving 
Mr. Rooker and Captain Court, both of whom volunteered to remain before 
I mentioned the matter to them. In taking this decision I was influenced by 
the following considerations :— 


(a) The necessity of keeping in communication with London. My ciphers 
had already gone in the first train to Batum. 

(6) The disposal of the British colony, half of whom had already gone and 
the other half were about to go to Batum, necessitated my presence in 
Batum. 


The French representative decided to go to Batum, but the Italian and 
German representatives remained at Tiflis. 

Our train left Tiflis at 1.30 a.m. on February 18th and owing to the inferior 
quality of the coal used in the engines did not reach Batum until February 
20th. I was then able to get into telegraphic communication with Mr. 
Rooker at Tiflis. He reported that on February 17th the Georgians held the 
enemy some thirteen miles south-east of Tiflis and repulsed a cavalry attack 
on Boroblo. On February 18th at 2 a.m., the enemy delivered an attack in 
force on both sides of the Kura River. Their main attack, on the west bank, 
succeeded in penetrating to the outskirts of Tiflis itself when it was stopped 
by the Georgian artillery. The Georgians then delivered a vigorous counter- 
attack and drove the enemy back. A flanking detachment of the enemy 
consisting of two Armenian battalions and a cavalry brigade, however, had 
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succeeded in occupying Kajuri. Fighting continued here on the 19th and 
20th February, and on the latter day on the Telaf railway some 12 to 15 miles 
east of Tiflis. In the fighting described above the Georgians captured over 
2,000 prisoners, their own casualties being reported as slight. 

On February roth a wireless message received at Tiflis from Erivan 
announced that the Bolshevik Government in Armenia had been overthrown 
and a Provisional Government formed under the Presidency of M. Vratzian. 

On February 2oth in the fighting near Tiflis the Bolshevik troops pene- 
trated the Georgian line but a vigorous counter-attack drove them back with 
the loss of 4 guns, 8 machine guns, numerous prisoners and horses. The 
Bolsheviks then withdrew several versts. ‘The Georgian troops fought very 
well and thousands of volunteers came forward but the Government had no 
arms to give them. There was no serious fighting on the Tiflis front on 
February 21st, 22nd or 23rd. Meanwhile on February 22nd the Georgian 
Government received from the Turkish Nationalists a demand to evacuate 
immediately the districts of Ardahan and Artvin. To this demand the 
Georgian Government was compelled to accede. 

On February 22nd the Georgians were attacked in two fresh directions v7z. 
on the Darial Pass and at Pelinkovo near Gagri. The Georgians succeeded in 
repulsing all attacks on the Darial Pass on the 22nd and again on the 23rd 
but at Pelinkovo, despite the assistance of French warships which bombarded 
the Bolsheviks, the Georgians were driven back and, evacuating Gagri, 
retired to the River Bzib. 

On February 24th the Bolsheviks renewed their attack on the Tiflis front. 
The fighting was stubborn and all attacks were ultimately repulsed, but a 
report from a subordinate commander stating that a Bolshevik cavalry 
division had got round to the west of Tiflis and astride the railway line led to 
the Georgians deciding to withdraw from their positions and evacuate Tiflis. 
This was carried out during the night of February 24th—25th unmolested by 
the Bolsheviks. Reliable information which has since come to hand shows 
that only 200 enemy cavalry had got round in rear of the Georgian line and 
that the Georgian withdrawal came as a great surprise to the Bolsheviks, all 
of whose attacks had been repulsed after severe fighting. 

Although Mr. Rooker and Captain Court had been obliged to leave Tiflis 
I was still in telegraphic communication with Tiflis during February 25th 
and received information that the Bolshevik troops had entered and occupied 
the town. 

On February 26th Mr. Rooker telegraphed to me from Kutais his arrival 
there with one of the Georgian Ministers. The remainder of the Government 
was with the General Staff in rear of the army which was holding a position 
at Mshket. 

On this day on the Gagri front the Bolshevik troops were reported to be at 
Novo Athos. As Sukhum was thus threatened, the British subjects there were 
withdrawn to Batum. 

During February 26th and 27th the Georgian forces withdrew unmolested 
from Mshket to Gori and on the 28th day continued their withdrawal to a 
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strong position at Suram. The Bolsheviks made no immediate attempt to 
follow up the Georgians but Bolshevik cavalry was reported at Gori on 
March ist. The Georgians were meanwhile consolidating their position at 
Suram. 

At this time the Turks occupied the province of Ardahan and the town of 
Artvin but there was as yet no sign of an advance towards Batum. Although, 
with Georgian permission, their troops moved from Khopa to Artvin via 
Borchka the Bolsheviks now invaded Georgia at a fresh point, three hundred 
of them crossing the Mamison Pass and advancing to Oni. 

On February 28th I took advantage of the departure of H.M.S. ‘Calyspo’ 
[stc] to send in her to Constantinople about half of the British colony. 

On March grd at the request of the Georgian Minister of the Interior, I 
went to Kutais to discuss the situation. This appeared to be satisfactory on 
the main or Suram front where the Georgians had made a short advance, 
encountered Bolshevik infantry and taken some prisoners. On the Sukhum 
front the situation was not satisfactory as the Georgians had evacuated 
Sukhum and retired to the line of the River Mohva, while in the Oni sector 
it was dangerous, three Bolshevik regiments having been identified there. 
On March 4th I found the Georgian Minister for Foreign Affairs confident 
but events on the next day took an unfavourable turn and the Government 
decided on March 6th to move with the Foreign Missions to Batum. On 
the Suram front a battalion of the National Guard had left its position with- 
out firing a shot, and the Bolsheviks had captured Suram Station. From Oni 
the Bolsheviks had advanced a considerable way along the road to Kutais 
and on the Black Sea Coast the Georgians had retired to Ochencheri. 

I returned to Batum on March 7th accompanied by Mr. Rooker. I learnt 
that the Georgian Government had invited the Turkish Nationalists to occupy 
Batum Province with their troops on condition that the Georgian Govern- 
ment should continue to exist and its Civil Administration be carried on. 

On March 8th the Georgians held a line near MaArRILIs1 Station on their 
main front. On this day H.M.S. ‘Caradoc’ left for Constantinople with the 
remainder of the British colony and others to be evacuated. The uncertainty 
of the situation, the improbability of the Georgians being able to continue 
fighting for long, and the doubtful attitude of the Turkish Nationalists made 
it desirable to embark and send them off and not to retain any of them there 
unnecessarily. 

On March roth, although Angora had sent no reply to the Georgian 
proposal for a joint Georgian-Turkish military occupation of Batum province 
and the districts of Akbalsik and Akhalkalaki, the Turkish Nationalist repre- 
sentative, Colonel Kiazim Bey, informed the Georgian Government that 
Turkish troops would immediately occupy the districts and province named. 
As the continuance of my mission depended upon the continued existence of 
the Georgian Government, I called upon Colonel Kiazim Bey and enquired 
what would be the status of the Georgian Government after the arrival in 
Batum province of the Nationalist troops. He replied that the Nationalist 
occupation would be military and provisional, their troops occupying 
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strategic points and the forts round the town, but not the town itself, that the 
Georgian flag would continue to fly and the civil administration continue. 
In reply to a further question as to what would happen if the Georgian Army 
were driven back into Batum province, Colonel Kiazim Bey said it would 
have to cease fighting and leave the Turks and Bolsheviks to settle the 
question of the further advance of the latter. He added that the question of 
Batum province was one which concerned Georgia and Turkey alone and 
that his Government would accept the decision of a plebiscite. 

On March 11th Nationalist troops passed through Batum. Except for the 
appearance of a number of Turkish flags on the houses of Mahomedans the 
aspect of the town remained unchanged. The Georgian Army had withdrawn 
by this time to the neighbourhood of Samtredi, considerably reduced in 
numbers owing to men deserting, although not to the enemy. The Georgian 
Government was now at Batum. On this day the Georgian troops evacuated 
Kutais which was occupied by the Bolsheviks who had advanced from Oni 
and the Georgian troops on the Black Sea coast retired from the Ingur line 
through Zugdidi. The entire Georgian Army, numbering some 10,000 
(excluding 5,000 in reserve in Batum), were holding a line running from 
Rion railway station along the river Rion to Samtredi, thence along the 
railway to Poti. 

The Bolshevik Government at Tiflis had for some time been endeavouring 
to enter into negotiations with the Georgian Government with a view to 
ceasing hostilities and forming a Coalition Government. It was not until now 
that the Georgian Government decided to negotiate. At the same time, a 
verbal reply given to the Georgian representative at Angora by the Turkish 
Nationalist Government agreeing to the continuance of Georgian sovereignty 
and administration in Batum province and the districts of Akhalsik and 
Akhalkalaki was received by the Georgian Government. 

On March 13th the Georgian line ran from Poti along the left bank of the 
River Rion to a point five versts south-south-west of Samtredi, thence south- 
east to Tsiagubanie. The Bolsheviks were reported to have crossed the Rion 
south of Samtredi and to be advancing also against Poti, which they took the 
same day. On March 14th an armistice was arranged with the Bolsheviks 
for 24 hours. This was indefinitely prolonged next day and Georgian repre- 
sentatives were sent to Samtredi to communicate with Tiflis regarding 
negotiations. These negotiations resulted on March 17th in the Georgian 
Government deciding to leave Georgia and inviting the Bolsheviks to occupy 
the province and town of Batum. This result was in great measure due to the 
arrival at Batum of three Georgian Nationalists, not Bolsheviks, sent by the 
Tiflis Bolshevik Government. Their argument, which the Georgian Govern- 
ment finally accepted, was that as all Georgians, Bolshevik and anti-Bol- 
shevik, agreed that Batum was Georgian, it was preferable for the Georgian 
Government to hand over Batum to Georgian Bolsheviks than to Turks. 

The Georgian Government embarked on an Italian steamer late on the 
evening of March 17th. By this time all Foreign Missions were on board their 
respective ships, except the French who had left Batum for Constantinople 
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on March 11th. Before embarking the Georgian Government informed its 
troops that it was going and that they were free to do as they chose. General 
Masnieff assumed command of the troops, who decided to side with the 
Bolsheviks. At the same time the leading members of the former Bolshevik 
mission in Tiflis, who had been brought to Batum as prisoners, were released. 
Some of these under the leadership of Kafteradze, formed a Revolutionary 
Committee and published a proclamation taking over Batum in the name 
of the Bolsheviks. Simultaneously was published a proclamation by Colonel 
Kiazim Bey taking over Batum town and province and appointing himself 
Governor General. Apart from some looting in one quarter of the town 
by local hooligans, which was forcibly suppressed by troops, the town at 
large remained quiet. Attacks were however made by the Turks on the 
telegraph office and the railway station. The former they secured but from 
the latter they were beaten off. On the outskirts of the town where the Turks 
held the forts fighting took place between Georgians and Turks and con- 
tinued until the afternoon without any decisive result. About 1,000 to 1,500 
Russian Bolshevik troops arrived by train but remained outside the town 
until fighting had ceased. They then marched into the town but announced 
that they had no intention of taking part in the Georgian and Turkish 
conflict. 

The German Mission, under Herr Rauscher, under instructions from 
Berlin, landed from the Italian steamer on which their passages had been 
booked and, in company with M. Shainemann, former Bolshevik repre- 
sentative in Georgia left for Tiflis by train in the evening. 

On March roth a truce was reported to have been arranged between 
Georgians and Turks pending orders from Moscow and Angora. During this 
day the remaining foreign vessels, naval and mercantile, the Italian cruiser 
‘Aggordat’ excepted, left Batum, H.M.S. ‘Montrose’ with the British mission 
on board leaving at 5 p.m. 

From the beginning of hostilities until the evacuation of Tiflis on February 
24th the Georgian Army fought gallantly and successfully, every attack by 
the Bolsheviks up to that time being defeated. The strength of the Army 
would easily have been greatly increased, as trained men volunteered in 
thousands but there were no arms to give them. After the evacuation of 
Tiflis the morale of some of the troops began to suffer, although at the 
Suram position it was in the main good. The feeling began to spread that 
Georgia could not unaided fight Russia and no sign of assistance was forth- 
coming. There was no instance of Georgian troops deserting to the Bol- 
sheviks but certain units of the National Guard undoubtedly more than once 
imperilled the Georgian position by their poor fighting qualities. In one 
case, in the later stages of the conflict, direct sympathy with Bolshevism was 
displayed and stamped out drastically. The Georgian people at large re- 
mained staunchly anti-Bolshevik, as did the Government, and it is to their 
credit that, with limited means, they made a gallant fight for their inde- 
pendence. 

In conclusion I desire to express my thanks to the Royal Navy and in 
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particular to the following Officers, Capain C. Seymour, H.M.S. ‘Calypso’, 
Captain Colvin, H.M.S. ‘Caradoc’ and Lieutenant Commander Crabbe, 
H.M.S. ‘Montrose’ for their invaluable assistance in evacuating the British 
mission and colony and other persons who had worked in British interests. 

I further request permission to bring to Your Lordship’s notice the excel- 
lent work done by the members of my staff. To all of them I am greatly 
indebted for their loyal and efficient assistance throughout the time that I 
was in Georgia, and in particular during our enforced evacuation. 

Mr. J. V. Rooker performed his duties with zeal and judgment, and 
deserves special praise for his work at Tiflis after my departure when he kept 
me informed by excellent reports of the changes in the situation. 

Captain Court R.E. remained with Mr. Rooker and deserves great credit 
for his work also. Mr. J. Waite and Mr. T. Walton rendered most efficient 
service in looking after and securing the comfort of the British colony, which 
entailed a great deal of hard work. 

To Major Pinder, my Commercial Adviser, is due the credit of securing 
the export from Batum in an entirely friendly manner and without friction 
of all British-owned goods. I may mention here that at least one foreign 
representative found it necessary to land marines to seize forcibly the goods 
of his Nationals. 

Major Euler R.E. of the Staff of the Army of the Black Sea, was present 
during the evacuation of Tiflis and rendered most valuable assistance in 
every way. 

I am glad to be able to record that, with the exception of one typewriter 
and one Sunbeam car, under repairs at the time and therefore immobile, 
no Government property was left in Georgia. The Sunbeam car is, I hope, 
in the hands of the American Near East Relief Workers at Tiflis. 

I have, &c., 
C. B. SToKEs 
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CHAPTER V 
Russia 


INTRODUCTORY NOTE 


THE main theme of the exchange between His Majesty’s Government and 
the Government of Soviet Russia between the end of February 1920 and 
March 16, 1921, is provided by the negotiations for the resumption of trading 
relations. The chequered course of these negotiations (which touched upon 
many other problems besides trade) during 1920 has been outlined in part, as 
relevant, in the Introductory Notes to Chapters III and XV of Volume 
VIII. These Chapters, together with Chapters VI and X and document 
No. go in the same volume, contain the records of conversations which 
took place in London between British Ministers and Soviet Russian represen- 
tatives. 

During the negotiations or their intermission, some of the correspondence 
and telegrams exchanged were made public by Ministers in the House of 
Commons, or by the Foreign Office, or by the Soviet Russian Trade Dele- 
gation (e.g. in Soviet Russia, the Soviet Government’s weekly organ in New 
York). Others have been printed subsequently in various publications in the 
English language such as Miss Degras’s collection of Soviet Documents on Foreign 
Policy. Such documents already published in this country, as distinct from 
the United States, are not reprinted here owing to the limitations of space 
and our wish to print as many unpublished documents as possible; but, since 
the published volumes or newspapers in which they can be found are dis- 
persed, the following list has been compiled of those mentioned in this chapter, 
in the hope that it may be of use for purposes of reference. 


FROM DATE MAIN SUBJECT PRINTED SOURCES 
1920 
1. M. CHICHERIN” Apr. 14 Reply to Lord Curzon’s pro- Degras, vol. i, pp. 


posal of April 11 for the ter- 184-5 
mination of hostilities in S. Soviet Russia, vol. ii, 


Russia. p- 567 
2. EArt Curzon’ June 30 Note (addressed to M. Krassin 131 H.C. Deb. 5s., cols. 
(‘British for transmission to Soviet 2369-71 
memo. of Govt.) asking for categorical The Times, July 15, 
July 1’) reply whether Soviet Govt. 


P- 9 
are prepared to accept four Soviet Russia, vol. iil, 
stated conditions for re- p. 150 
suming trade relations. (cf. Vol. VIII, No. 


51A, n. 3) 
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FROM 


. M. CHICHERIN 


. EARL CuRZON 


. M. CHICHERIN 


. EARL Curzon 


. M. CHICHERIN 


. EARL Curzon 


. M. Litvinov 


. EARL CurZON 


DATE 
1920 


July 7 


July 1 


July 17 


July 20 


July 24 


July 26 


July 27 


July 27 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Reply to No. 2 accepting 
H.M.G.’s proposals. 


Notes acceptance by Soviet 
Govt. of conditions in No. 2 
and makes further proposals 
for armistices between Soviet 
Russia and (a) Poland, (8) 
Gen. Wrangel. 


Soviet Govt.’s reply to pro- 
posals in No. 4. 


Note to M. Chicherin warning 
Soviet Govt. against con- 
tinued advance of Soviet 
armies in Poland once Poles 
have asked for an armistice; 
trade negotiations cannot be 
pursued if Poland invaded. 


Soviet Govt.’s reply to No. 6; 
reaffirms adherence to de- 
clarations in No. 5 above, 
armistice with Poland to be 
negotiated, surrender of 
Gen. Wrangel expected. 


Lord Curzon’s interim reply 
to No. 7, suggests that 
Messrs. Kamenev, Krassin 
and Miliutin should be 
authorized not merely to 
conclude trade agreement 
but also to discuss prelimin- 
ary arrangements for pro- 
posed peace conference. 

Message from Soviet Govt.: 
British prisoners in Baku 
being treated humanely: 
Soviet Govt. prepared to use 
their influence to induce 
Azerbaijan’ Govt. to re- 
patriate all British subjects. 

Reply to No. 9: arrangements 
will be made for exchange of 
prisoners aS soon as assur- 
ance received that Soviet 
Govt. will secure repatria- 
tion to Great Britain of all 
British subjects, including 
those detained at Baku. 
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PRINTED SOURCES 


131 H.C. Deb. § 5., 
cols. 2371-2 
The Times, July 15, 


Pp. 9 

Soviet Russia, vol. ii, 
p. 15! 

131 H.C. Deb. 5 5., 
cols. 2372-4 

The Times, July 15, 


P- 9 a 
Soviet Russia, vol. 101, 
p- 151 
(cf. Vol. VIII, No. 59, 
) 


n. 6 
Degras, vol. i, pp. 194- 


Soviet Russia, vol. iii, 
Pp. 152 
(cf. Vol. VIII, Introd. 


Note to Chap. IX) 
Vol. VIII, pp. 649-50 


132 H.C. Deb. § s., 


cols. 974-5 
The Times, July 27, 
p. 14 . 
Soviet Russia, vol. iu, 
. 26 


p. 209 

(cf. Vol. VIIT, p. 650) 

Vol. VIII, No. 79, 
Appendix I 

Soviet Russia, vol. ii, 
p. 269 


132 H.C. Deb. 5 5.,; 
col. 1186 

The Times, July 28, 
Pp. 9 


132 H.C. Deb. § 5., 
cols. 1186-7 

The Times, July 28, 
Pp. 9 


13. 


14. 
15. 


17. 


20. 


21 


FROM 


. M. KAMENEV 


. M. KAMENEV 


M. KAMENEV 


Mr. Lioyp 
GEORGE 
EARL CURZON 


. EARL Curzon 


EARL CurRzON 


. M. CHIcHERIN 


. M. KRAsSIN 


EARL CuRZON 


. M. KRAssIN 


DATE 
1920 
Aug. 3 


Aug. 8 


Aug. 15 


Aug. 16 


Sept. 26 


Oct. 1 


Oct. 2 


Oct. 3 


Oct. 6 


Oct. 13 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Note to Lord Curzon announc- 
ing appointment of Messrs. 
Kamenev, Krassin, Miliutin 
and Rothstein as_ special 
Soviet peace delegation with 
authority to sign a peace 
treaty as well as any other 
political and economic 
agreement. 

Note to Mr. Lloyd George 
stating conditions under 
which Soviet Govt. will 
withdraw troops from Po- 
land. 

Note to Mr. Lloyd George on 
Anglo-Soviet negotiations 
and H.M.G.’s attitude to- 
wards Gen. Wrangel. 


Reply to M. Kamenev’s note 
of Aug. 15 (No. 13). 

Informs M. Chicherin’ of 
orders given to H.M. ships 
in Black Sea to attack 
recently-launched _— Soviet 
Russian submarine if en- 
countered on high seas. 

Message to M. Chicherin con- 
cerning violation of condi- 
tions laid down in No. 2 
above and accepted by 
Soviet Govt. (see No. 3 
above). 

Informs M. Chicherin that 
H.M.G.’s attitude towards 
Soviet submarine activity in 
Black Sea (No. 15) applies 
equally to submarine ac- 
tivity in Baltic Sea. 

Acknowledges No. 16 and 
states that instructions are 
being sent to M. Krassin and 
M. Litvinov. 

Note to Mr. Lloyd George 
transmitting reply of Soviet 
Govt. to No. 16; enquires 
whether H.M.G. are pre- 
pared to reopen _ trade 
negotiations. 

Message to M. Chicherin in 
reply to No. 19; states con- 
ditions under which H.M.G. 
will be prepared to renew 
trade negotiations. 

Informs Lord Curzon that 
Soviet Govt. are prepared 
to start immediately the 
exchange of prisoners. 
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PRINTED SOURCES 


Vol. VIII, Introd. 
Note to Chap. X 


Vol. VIII, No. 83, 
Appendix 2 (cf. 
Appendix 3) 


Degras, vol. 1, pp. 197— 
200 
The Times, Aug. 17, 


p-9 . 
Soviet Russia, vol. iil, 
p. 271 
The Times, Aug. 18, 


Pp. 9 
Daily Telegraph, Oct. 
11 


Daily Telegraph, Oct. 
11 


Soviet Russia, vol. iii, 
pp. 437-8 (cf. Vol. 
VIII, Introd. Note 
to Chap. XV) 

Daily Telegraph, Oct. 


II 
Daily Herald, Oct. 9 
Daily Telegraph, Oct. 
11 


Daily Telegraph, Oct. 
11 
Daily Herald, Oct. 9 


Soviet Russta, vol. iii, 


p- 438 


Daily Telegraph, Oct. 
11 
The Times, Oct. 11, 


p. I! 
The Times, Oct. 15, 


Pp. 9 
Daily Telegraph, Oct. 
15 


FROM DATE MAIN SUBJECT PRINTED SOURCES 
1920 
22. M. KRassINn Oct. 19 Refers to Nos. 15 and 17 and Daily Telegraph 
states that Soviet Govt. ex- Manchester Nov. 2 
pect that H.M.G. will Guardian : 
withdraw their orders to Daily Herald 
British navy to attack Soviet Soviet Russta, vol. iii, 
submarines in view of peace P- 535 
between Soviet Govt. and 
Border States and armistice 
with Poland. 
23. M. Krassin Nov. 1 Transmits to Lord Curzon Daily Telegraph 
note from Soviet Govt. Manchester Novis 
dated Oct. 30 relating to Guardian : 
release of prisoners of war. Daily Herald 
Soviet Russia, vol. iil, 
1921 p. 536 
24. EARL Curzon Jan. 6 Message to M. Chicherin ex- The Times, Jan. 7, p. 9 
pressing hope that M. Soviet Russia, vol. iv, 
Krassin on his return to p. 318 
England will be empowered 
to sign the trade agreement. 
25. ace ee Draft Anglo-Soviet Trade The Times, Jan. 25, 
Agreement. p. 12 (see also Jan. 
26, p. 9) (cf. Vol. 
VIII, pp. 867-78) 
26. M. CuicHERIN Feb. 4 Telegram to Lord Curzon re-_ Degras, vol.i, pp. 230-3 
lating to the draft trade Soviet Russia, vol. iv, 
agreement. p. 269 
No. 663 


Earl Curzon to Earl Granville (Athens) 
No. 38 Telegraphic [182114/182114/98| 


Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, February 28, 1920, 11 p.m. 


Please inform the Greek Government that question of refugees from South 
Russia is causing His Majesty’s Government grave anxiety. Considerable 
number have already been received in Serbia and Bulgaria and wounded 
have been conveyed to Constantinople, Malta and Egypt. It is hardly pos- 
sible for more persons to be received in these localities. His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment therefore trust that the Greek Government will agree to the formation 
of a camp for refugees at Salonica where the wives and families of the officers 
of the Volunteer Army and other persons who are particularly exposed to 
reprisals, should they fall into the hands of the Bolsheviks, could be accommo- 
dated in case of need. Such a camp would probably be in charge of Red 
Cross Societies. Detailed proposals will be elaborated as soon as possible but 
meanwhile you should discuss the matter with the Minister for Foreign 
Affairs and invite him to state on what conditions they would be prepared to 
allow a refugee camp to be established at Salonica adding that they trust 
that on humanitarian grounds this proposal will not be rejected. 


1 H.M. Minister at Athens. 
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No. 664 
Mr. Hudson' (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received March 3, 9.30 p.m.) 
No. 53 Telegraphic [182970/18211 4/38] 


ATHENS March 2, 1920, 11 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 38.2 

I spoke to Minister for Foreign Affairs who maintains his previous ob- 
jections to any more Russian refugees being sent to Salonica. It should not 
be forgotten that, practically since the Armistice, Greece has been full of 
Russian refugees to whom is attributed much blame for present housing 
difficulties both in Athens and elsewhere. Minister for Foreign Affairs 
promised however to consult other departments concerned without delay 
with a view to secing whether a camp could be formed elsewhere in Greece for 
example either on one of the Aegean Islands, in Peloponnesus or at Corfu. 
Advantage of these would be that more (? security) could be obtained locally 
than would be the case at Salonica. 

He enquired whether Italians were receiving any refugees as according 
to his information there was more room on the Islands of Dodecanese in 
Italian occupation than elsewhere in Greece. Have you any information? 

Please see my despatch No. 723 and my telegram No. 27 to Constantinople 
repeated to you.‘ 

Repeated to Constantinople. 

? Second Secretary in H.M. Legation at Athens. 2 No. 663. 


3 Of Feb. 20, not printed. 
4 Apparently Athens telegram No. 47 of Feb. 20 summarizing Athens despatch No. 72. 


No. 665 


Mr. Grant Watson! (Copenhagen) to Earl Curzon 
(Recewved March 4, 11.1 a.m.) 


No. 252 Telegraphic [182977/182977/38 | 


COPENHAGEN, March 3, 1920, & p.m. 


Litvinoff? has informed Mr. Gall3 that Soviet Government cannot consent 
to release of Colonel Mikhaieff* and his fellow officers mentioned in Article 
8 of Agreement. He considers revolution in Archangel® has produced an 
entirely new state of things and that it annulled negotiations for a capitu- 
lation. 

t First Secretary in H.M. Legation at Copenhagen, then acting as Chargé d’Affaires. 

2 Soviet Russian representative in the negotiations at Copenhagen for the exchange of 
prisoners-of-war; see Vol. III, Chap. IT. 

3 Mr. L. G. M. Gall, a member of the O’Grady Mission for the exchange of prisoners-of- 
war between Great Britain and Soviet Russia. 

4 Cf. Vol. III, No. 643. 

5 The reference is to the O’Grady agreement signed at Copenhagen on Feb. 12, 1920, 
the text of which is printed in Cmd. 587 of 1920. For a draft text see Vol. ITI, No. 675. 

6 See The Times, Feb. 27, p. 13; also Vol. III, No. 697, n. 2. 
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No. 666 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Grant Watson (Copenhagen) 
No. 176 Telegraphic (182977/182977/38| 


FOREIGN OFFICE, March 9, 1920, 9 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 252.! 

Mr. Gall should represent in the strongest terms that the Soviet Govern- 
ment are not released from their obligations under Article 8 of the O’Grady 
agreement by the fact that the collapse of the Northern Government has 
automatically set at liberty the Bolshevik prisoners who were to have been 
exchanged for Colonel Mikhaieff and other ‘White’ officers. The Soviet 
Government made a contract, and the fact that fortuitous circumstances 
which were unforeseen at the time at which the contract was entered into 
have given the Soviet Government the benefits which they were to derive 
under the contract would not in civil affairs release them from fulfilling the 
obligations which they had incurred. M. Litvinoff is probably aware that 
the ordinary laws of contract are so far as possible applied to the interpretation 
of international agreements. We therefore trust that he will urge the Soviet 
Government to reconsider their decision and release Colonel Mikhaieff and 
the other persons involved. 

Mr. Gall should further point out that the negotiations for the capitulation 
of Archangel have nothing whatsoever to do with the agreement for an ex- 
change of prisoners. 


™ No. 665. 


No. 667 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Grant Watson (Copenhagen) 
No. 186 Telegraphic [182493/9/38] 


Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, March 13, 1920, 5 p.m. 


The Swedish and Netherlands Governments are both unwilling in present 
circumstances to admit a Soviet representative. The Norwegian Government, 
however, as you are aware, from Sir M. Findlay’s telegram No. 51,' are 
prepared to admit M. Litvinoff for a week or a fortnight. It is for the Danish 
Government to decide whether it is more convenient to them that he should 
leave Copenhagen temporarily and then return, as the prisoners agreement 
cannot be executed in a fortnight, or stay on quietly till the agreement has 
been finally executed. But in either case I should be grateful if the Danish 
Government will let him conclude the execution of the agreement from 
Copenhagen. 


' Of March 10, not printed. Sir M. de C. Findlay was H.M. Minister at Christiania. 
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Confidential 


From your telegram No. 2712 I gather that Litvinoff is disposed to be 
reasonable on the subject of the Co-operative visit to England, and from 
your despatch No. 523 I also gather the general impression that Conservative 
and business circles in Denmark would not be averse to his remaining in 
Denmark if his presence was likely to prove beneficial to Danish trade. 

As you are aware the Supreme Council have definitely decided that he 
cannot come to England as a member of the Co-operative Delegation.* The 
notoriety which he acquired in 1917 and 1918 sufficiently explains that 
decision. But, if we go further and spontaneously decline to recognise him 
to be a member of the Delegation, the result may be to render the latter ob- 
structive and the negotiations abortive. It is therefore important to acquiesce 
tacitly at least in his nomination, and we trust that the Danish Government 
will see their way to doing likewise. They will thereby help us considerably 
by allowing him to remain on at Copenhagen for this purpose as well as 
for the prisoners agreement, by affording him the opportunity of discussing 
affairs with Krassin’ and the other delegates on their passage through 
Denmark, and by permitting him to correspond with the delegation while 
it is in England, and with Moscow on matters which concern the re-establish- 
ment of trade with Russia. As the Danish Government are probably aware 
the Central Union of Co-operatives have undertaken that their representa- 
tives will abstain from propaganda. 

You should communicate the above to the Minister for Foreign Affairs 
in whatever manner you consider most suitable. 

Repeated to Christiania No. 31. 


2 Of March 8, not printed. 

3 Of Feb. 27, not printed. 

4 The reference appears to be the decision of the Allied Conference at London of Feb. 24, 
1920, for which see Vol. VII, No. 24, minute 1. In Foreign Office telegram No. 165 of March 6 
to Copenhagen it was stated that: ‘His Majesty’s Government have decided that they will 
on no account allow Monsieur Litvinoff to enter this country. He was expelled from here in 
September 1918 for abusing his privileges and indulging in subversive activities, and it is 
impossible to risk a repetition now. The 1918 incident was specifically referred to in the 
declaration of policy published by the Supreme Council on the 24th ultimo as an illustration 
of the methods pursued hitherto by Soviet representatives and the consequent impossibility 
of establishing diplomatic relations with the Soviet Government, so long as their agents 
act in this way.’ 

5 Soviet Commissar of Transport and Foreign Trade, and chairman of the Soviet Russian 
Trade Delegation appointed to discuss the resumption of Anglo-Russian trading relations. 
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No. 668 


Foreign Office memorandum on the resumption of trade with Russia’ 


[184651/142549/38] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, March 20, 1920 


His Majesty’s Government have given immediate consideration to the 
views of the United States Government, as communicated by the American 
Ambassador on the Ioth instant,? on the recent decision of the Supreme 
Council to resume trade with Russia through the channel of the Russian 
Cooperative Societies.3 

His Majesty’s Government desire at the outset to express their gratification 
at learning that the United States Government take much the same view as 
themselves regarding the necessity of re-opening trade with Russia and they 
welcome the prospect of common action which is proposed in the American 
Memorandum. 

With regard to the various points raised in the Memorandum, His Ma- 
jesty’s Government offer the following observations. 

In the first place, for reasons which they have already made public,‘ they 
have no present intention of entering into diplomatic or political relations 
with the Soviet Government. In this they are in substantial agreement with 
the United States Government. The delegation representing the Russian 
Co-operative Societies which is about to arrive in London is intended only 
to settle the means of exchanging commodities such as corn, flax, metals 
for agricultural machinery, articles of prime necessity etc. His Mayjesty’s 
Government will be happy to keep the United States Government informed 
of the general tenour of these negotiations. 

Next, the United States Government consider themselves no longer 
warranted in continuing the existing restrictions on trade or in preventing 
the exchange of goods with persons in Russia by means of private enterprise. 
His Majesty’s Government share these views. Up till the present, they have 
imposed restrictions on private enterprise with Russia, but the blockade 
which has been in force has recently been raised, so far as the Baltic, North 
Russia and the Pacific are concerned, except in the case of munitions of war. 
They are prepared to remove the embargo on private trade, with the above 
exception. But the persons who take part in it will do so at their own risk, 
and no guarantee of protection can be given. 

It will not be possible however, to inaugurate this new policy as early as 
the date suggested, namely March 2oth, since the delegation representing 
the Co-operative Societies is not expected to arrive in England till then and 


t This memorandum was sent to the United States Ambassador on March 20: copies 
were sent to the French and Italian Ambassadors at London. Cf. Vol. VII, No. 61, minute 2. 

2 Mr. Davis’s letter of March ro is not printed. For a paraphrase of the memorandum 
enclosed with it see F.R.U.S. 1920, vol. ili, pp. 703-4. 

3 See Vol. II, No. 74, minute 2, and No. 76, minute 1 and Appendix A. 

4 See 125 H.C. Deb. 5 5., col. 43. 


686 


some little time must clearly elapse before it is possible to determine the 
exact extent to which the general restrictions on trade can be removed. 

The question of the protection of traders is one of those that will call for 
careful examination when these discussions begin. 

His Majesty’s Government are in some doubt as to the meaning of the 
last paragraph’ of the American memorandum regarding the measures 
which it is considered should be taken for preventing the dispersion abroad 
by the Bolsheviks of securities which they have illegally procured. They 
wil be glad to receive information on this point and will be prepared to 
raise it, if necessary, at the forthcoming discussions. 


S This read as follows: ‘Information is desired as to whether the Allied Governments have 
considered, in the course of their discussions regarding resumption of trade with Russia, 
what measures may be taken to prevent the dispersion abroad by the Bolsheviks, after trade 
has been resumed, of [? such] securities or other valuables as may have been illegally pro- 
cured by them.’ 


No. 669 
Note from Earl Curzon to the French Ambassador’ 


[184448/1089/38) 
FOREIGN OFFICE, March 20, 1920 


The Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs presents his compliments to the 
French Ambassador, and with reference to the Note of the 1oth instant 
which Monsieur Cambon was good enough to address to him,? has the 
honour to say that the general tenour of the instructions issued to the British 
Commander in Chief, Mediterranean, is to the effect that he should take 
whatever measures are necessary to ensure the safe withdrawal of the British 
Mission.3 ‘These instructions, however, do not preclude the employment of 
His Majesty’s Ships in covering the left flank of the Volunteer Army on the 
Isthmus of Perekop, by gun fire, and such action has in fact been taken. 

Lord Curzon has the honour to inform Monsieur Cambon that the question 
of the employment of the fleet for purposes other than the protection of the 
British Mission, is now under consideration in the light of the latest develop- 
ments in South Russia. 


1 M. Paul Cambon. 
2 Not printed. 
3 }.¢e. the British Military Mission with General Denikin’s army in South Russia. 
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No. 670 


Admiral Sir F. de Robeck! (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received March 28, 9.30 a.m.) 


No. 278 Telegraphic [188460/18211 4/38) 


Very urgent CONSTANTINOPLE, March 25, 1920, 1 p.m. 

My telegram No. 237.2 

His Majesty’s Minister at Athens, having previously acquainted me with 
Greek Government’s consent to take 800 Russian wounded at Salonica, 100 
at Corfu and 100 at Piraeus (his telegram No. 64 to you3), now telegraphs 
that authorities at Salonica object to receive Russian wounded or refugees 
there, on the ground of their organising accommodation etc. Meanwhile 
little or no progress seems to have been made with arrangements at Athens 
foreshadowed in His Majesty’s Minister’s telegram No. 59 to you,’ S.S. 
Kherson was sent on to Cyprus (? after) landing only 60 wounded at Piraeus. 

While fully realizing the difficulty of situation at Salonica and elsewhere, 
I am faced with impending evacuation of large numbers from Russia, 
probably about 2,000 wounded and 8,000 other refugees. It is most essential 
that the Greek Government should immediately give definite ruling how 
many wounded and refugees can be received in Greece, either at places 
mentioned above, at Mittylene [szc] or elsewhere. 

I should be glad if strong pressure might be put on Greek Government 
without delay to induce them to give immediate satisfaction in this matter. 
I suggest it might be advantageous to impress on them that this High Com- 
mission has throughout the armistice devoted special attention and employed 
part of its staff exclusively on work of assisting people of Greek race and Greek 
refugees in Turkey. It seems therefore justifiable to call upon the Greek 
Government to assist to the full extent of its powers in the matter of accommo- 
dating Russian wounded and refugees. 

Repeated to Athens No. 31. 


1 H.M. High Commissioner at Constantinople. 

2 Of March 16, not printed. 

3 Of March 11, not printed. 

4 The reference is to Salonica telegram No. 2 of March 15, repeated to the Foreign Office 
as Athens telegram No. 70 of March 16, in which it was stated that: ‘Bulk of British and 
Greek Military hospital organizations have been removed to Alexandria and Smyrna 
respectively’. 

5 Of March 6, not printed. This had reported that ‘every facility for establishment of 
camp near Athens for about 1,000 Russian refugees’ would be afforded. 
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No. 671 
Earl Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received March 28, 11.20 a.m.) 
No. 75 Telegraphic [188456/182114/38] 


Very urgent ATHENS, March 26, 1920, 9.30 p.m. 


Constantinople telegram No. 278.! 

To show difficulties of Greek Government, Minister for Foreign Affairs 
has just told me that they have been warned they will have to receive in the 
course of next few months six thousand Greek refugees from Novorossisk 
4,000 from Batum, 30,000 from Kars and 55,000 from Sokoum. Your 
telegram No. 272 emphasized necessity for Greek Government to look after 
all Greek refugees. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs fully acknowledges debt due to High Com- 
mission at Constantinople for assistance to Greeks which has saved thousands 
of lives. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs was informed officially from Salonica no Russian 
wounded could be received there and this was confirmed by Salonica telegram 
No. 2 of March 15th, repeated to you.3 Nevertheless he is telegraphing to 
Governor-General to examine question again with His Majesty’s Consul- 
General and Colonel Hall* and I have telegraphed Consul-General explain- 
ing that it has been suggested that objections were on general grounds and 
that room could in fact be found and instructing him to ask Colonel Hall to 
assist him in examining question with Governor-General and to repeat his 
report to you and to Constantinople. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs’ offer of .. .5 100 to (? 120) wounded at Corfu 
still holds good but he regrets that in spite of all enquiries he cannot find 
any other place which could take any: Semnos and Mitylene are no good: 
this is confirmed by Head of Greek Red Cross. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs also maintains his offer to facilitate establish- 
ment of camp near Athens for 1000 refugees® but this is dependent on our 
providing everything including tents etc. as Greeks have nothing available and 
on our sending plenty of British officers to select site and generally to arrange 
everything. High Commissioner sent me an officer in S.S. Kherson to act 
as liaison officer but as he was obviously useless I allowed (? him to) go on to 
Cyprus according to his desire. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


' No. 670. 2 Not traced in Foreign Office archives. 

3 See No. 670, n. 4. 

4 Presumably Lt.-Col. D. K. E. Hall (temporarily Maj.-Gen.), G.O.C. Lines of Com- 
munication, Army of the Black Sea. 

5 The text is here uncertain. © See No. 670, n. 5. 


No. 672 


Mr. Lampson' (Peking) to Earl Curzon (Received April 2, 4.30 p.m.) 
Unnumbered Telegraphic [189568/176376/38 | 
PEKING, March 31, 1920, 12.15 p.m. 


Your private and secret telegram of March roth [gth].? 

The two articles have been handed back to General Dietrichs at Harbin 
whose receipt I hold.3 

Russian Minister has spoken to me about Sokolov who is now here. His 
Excellency, who now knows the whole story, enquired whether British visa 
would be available if Sokolov were to travel to Europe with relics. He him- 
self was inclined to favour sending packages without Sokolov accompanying 
them; he might even wish to consign them to safe keeping of British or French 
Governments until there was some recognised authority in Russia to whom 
they might safely be handed over. Sokolov had talked of handing them to 


™ Acting Chargé d’Affaires at Peking. 2 Not printed. 

3 In an unnumbered telegram of Feb. 3 Mr. Lampson had reported that at midnight on 
Jan. 7 as his train was leaving Verkneudinsk [? Verkhne-Udinsk] he had received from Gen. 
Dietrichs, former C.-in-C. of Admiral Koltchak’s army, ‘a small despatch box containing 
charred (? remain)s of Imperial Family with a verbal request that I should remove them to 
a place of safety, as from advice received that day General had reason to fear Germanophil 
Party at Chita might seek their destruction. At the same time General (? asked) my per- 
mission to send box containing (? document)s and material evidence by (? Chita) train 
leaving following day.’ The two boxes were ‘the two articles’ referred to above, and the 
second one Mr. Lampson had subsequently received at Harbin as well as a letter from 
General Dietrichs dated Jan. 7, ‘evidently written just after my departure explaining that 
he had wished to retain these sacred relics in Russia but as he might shortly have to seek 
refuge in the woods they should not be connected with his fate. He (? accordingly) en- 
trusted them to me as British Representative on the ground that murder of Imperial 
Family was deed of our common enemy Germany. He added if circumstances should 
compel me to remove them out of Russia and if England could not return them to him he 
considered that they could only be handed to Grand Duke Nikolai Nikolaevitch [uncle of 
the late Tsar Nicholas II] for General Denikin [Commander of the anti-Soviet forces in 
S. Russia]. General finally offered his respectful (? homage) to His Majesty The King.’ 

Mr. Lampson added that under a warrant issued by Admiral Koltchak General Dietrichs 
had appointed Mr. Sokolov of Kazan Assizes to conduct a judicial enquiry into the murder 
of the Russian Imperial Family and that Mr. Sokolov had compiled an ample dossier of 
the case ‘which no doubt forms part of contents of second box mentioned above’. 

In the absence of any further expression of Gen. Dietrichs’ wishes Mr. Lampson said that 
he proposed ‘to be guided by terms of his letter and :— 

1. To (? bring) despatch box containing Imperial remains to England with me on my 
return. 

2. To hand large box upon application to Sokolov [who had now reached Harbin and 
had suggested proceeding to Peking and England] in whose keeping I believe it to have 
been throughout. On strength of (? facts) disclosed by his investigations, (? Sokolov) is 
convinced of German participation and of consequent desire on the part of persons interested 
to get rid of him and all evidence of their guilt. In view of Sokolov’s nervous condition 
induced by these circumstances General Dietrichs wished to send him to South Russia 
where he might be able to pursue his investigations but that seems impossible.’ 
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Empress Dowager but he had dissuaded him owing to their gruesome 
nature.3 

I said that as regarded visa I had little doubt that it would be given in 
special circumstances, more especially as I understood from what he said 
that Sokolov did not propose to go to England himself. As regarded other 
matter I could say nothing, but if His Excellency wrote to me officially as 
Russian Minister I would of course refer to you for instructions. 

If His Excellency definitely applies I will telegraph later for your directions 
as to reply to be given to him.‘ 

3 In an undated minute Lord Curzon had written: ‘The obvious recipient is the Empress 


Dowager’. 
4 No further telegram on this subject has been traced in Foreign Office archives. 


No. 673 


Earl Curzon to Admiral Sir F. de Robeck (Constantinople) 
No. 273 Telegraphic (183760/63588/38] 
Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, March 31, 1920, 9 p.m. 


Following for General Keyes.! 

The fall of Novorossisk? makes it clear that if any attempt at mediation is 
to be made it should be made at once. From your recent telegrams I gather 
that you have given General Denikin a strong hint to ask for mediation, 
but I fear that the continued presence of the Military Mission and of the 
Black Sea Squadron have encouraged him to hope that all is not really and 
finally over. 

The Admiral reports that the bulk of his forces have been removed on 
His Majesty’s ships. Landing them in the Crimea and supplying them with 
the means to put up a defence probably constitutes in the eyes of Denikin as 
direct an act of intervention as if British troops participated in the fighting, 
and he will quite possibly remain as determined to continue the struggle 
as in the past. 

Such a course would be likely seriously to compromise the present Allied 
policy of resuming trade with Russia, and could only prolong distress in that 
country and retard the eventual establishment of normal economic conditions. 

You should, therefore, in conjunction with General Bridges? and the 
Admiral inform General Denikin categorically that we are convinced that 
Russian interests would be best served by his immediately abandoning the 
struggle, and that if he refuses to do so no further support or assistance in 
any shape or form will be given to him. On the other hand, we shall be 
prepared with his assent to transmit to the Soviet Government a request for 

t Deputy British High Commissioner for South Russia. 

2 Novorossisk had been captured by Soviet forces on March 27. 

3 In the immediately following telegram to the High Commissioner at Constantinople 
‘General Bridges’ was corrected to ‘General Milne’. General Milne was General Officer 
Commanding-in-Chief, Army of the Black Sea. 
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an amnesty for the rank and file of his followers and for the population of the 
Crimea in general, and to afford to him and his chief supporters hospitality 
in this country. 

You should point out to him that he has received from the British Govern- 
ment a very full measure of support without which it would have been im- 
possible for him to carry on the struggle. You should once again impress upon 
him that the Supreme Council have examined the general situation in 
Europe from every point of view, and the position in Russia in particular, 
and have decided that the prolongation of the civil war in that country is the 
most alarming feature in the situation. 

In these circumstances it is not unreasonable to expect that he should 
accept our advice and our offer to mediate on behalf of his followers. Should 
he refuse to do so, and insist upon prolonging the struggle which it has been 
evident for weeks past is an entirely hopeless one we can no longer accept 
any responsibility for such action. 


No. 674 


Note from Earl Curzon to the French Ambassador 
[168263/1089/38] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, March 31, 1920 
The Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs presents his compliments to the 
French Ambassador, and with further reference to the Note of the roth 
instant which Monsieur Cambon was good enough to address to him,' has 
the honour to inform him that instructions have now been issued to the 
British Commander in Chief in the Black Sea, to the effect that the fleet is 
not to undertake any offensive operations against the Soviet Government. 
These instructions, however, do not apply to any measures which may be 
necessary to ensure the safety of the British Mission, or the evacuation of 
refugees under the guarantee given by Sir H. Mackinder.? 


t See No. 669. 
2 Lately British High Commissioner for South Russia. For the guarantee see Vol. ITI, 
No. 656, Appendix E. 


No. 675 
Admiral Sir F. de Robeck (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received April 2, 9 p.m.) 
No. 321 Telegraphic [189539/1089/38| 


Very urgent CONSTANTINOPLE, April 2, 1920, 1.10 p.m. 


Your telegram 273.! 
General Keyes’ health is such that he should return home at once. General 


1 No. 673. 
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Holman? has been ordered home by General Milne as he is also in need of a 
change. 

It is necessary that you should send out first-class diplomatist who talks 
Russian to carry through negotiations. 

Situation at the moment in Crimea is as follows: 

General Denikin is relinquishing command. Wrangel,? who is now in 
Constantinople, has been invited to attend Conference at Theodosia, 
probably with a view to his accepting command of armed forces of South 
Russia. 

We consider probability of Bolshevik advance into Caucasus imminent in 
the near future. Both Georgia and Azerbaijan are likely to become Bolshe- 
vik,* in which case question of Near East will become further complicated. 
Also Bolshevik attack on Poland or Roumania must be taken into account. 

Value of keeping army in Crimea in being is obvious until peace negotia- 
tions have been carried through. 

We are strongly of opinion that now is the time for a general settlement 
with Soviet Government on all questions and that it should not be left to 
forces of South Russia to carry on alone. 

We consider matter one of great urgency. Diplomatic representative 
should arrive at earliest possible moment. 

From High Commissioner and General Milne. 

Please give copies to Admiralty and War Office. 


2 Chief of the British Military Mission to South Russia. 

3 General Baron Wrangel, a Russian general at this time commanding forces in the anti- 
Soviet army of General Denikin. 

4 Cf. Nos. 517, 524, 526-7 above. 


No. 676 
Lord Stamfordham' to Mr. R. H. Campbell? 


[192977/182441/38] 
WINDSOR CASTLE, April 2, 1920 

Dear Private Secretary, 

The King asks whether anything can be done with regard to Litvinoff’s 
telegram of the Ist. instant?3 

Would it not be possible to despatch one of the icebreakers in our hands, to 
save the one that is disabled—as it would be disastrous if the people, and 
especially the children on board were to perish? 

His Majesty suggests we might inform the Soviet Government that this 


1 Private Secretary to H.M. King George V. 

2 Private Secretary to Lord Curzon. 

3 Not printed. This telegram referred to the distress of the icebreaker Solovet Budimtro- 
vitch, ‘drifting in the Kara Gates without coal’, and appealed to the British Government to 
send to the rescue the Russian icebreakers now in their hands, namely the Alexander Nevsky 
and Sviatagor. 
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relief will be sent immediately—on the condition that a free pardon and the 
release of the British Nationals now detained in Russia is granted. 
Yours very truly, 
STAMFORDHAM. 


No. 677 


Mr. Barclay (Stockholm) to Earl Curzon (Received April 4, 6.50 p.m.) 
No. ror Telegraphic [189666/188432/38] 
Secret STOCKHOLM, April 3, 1920, 8.30 p.m. 


My telegram No. 98.2 

Minister for Foreign Affairs’ impression that all is not smooth between 
Krassin and Litvinoff has apparently been confirmed in the course of further 
conversation with Krassin. Latter has been made to realise that Litvinoff 
is not persona grata in Scandinavia. He gathered that if His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment remained firm in their decision not to admit Litvinoff Krassin will 
probably end by going to London without him. 

Descriptions of situation in Russia given by Krassin in private conversations 
are gloomy in the extreme. 

Personally he has no illusions as to what Europe can obtain from Russia. 
There is nothing there. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs’ interviews have given him impression; that 
Soviet are bluffing to suit their .. . st in Russia, and that if His Majesty’s 
Government give way to Litvinoff’s attempts to impose himself as Chief 
Soviet delegate in London, they will be playing into Soviet’s hands. 


1 H.M. Minister at Stockholm. 2 Of April 1, not printed. 
3 The report of Baron Palmstierna’s impressions was amplified in Stockholm despatch 
No. 298 of April 9, not printed. * The text is here uncertain. 
No. 678 


Earl Curzon to Mr. Porter! (Reval) 
No. 103 Telegraphic [189506/182441/38) 
FOREIGN OFFICE, April 4, 1920, 6 p.m. 


Following for M. Tchicherine? from Earl Curzon of Kedleston:— 
‘I have received a further telegram from M. Litvinoff3 regarding the 
distress of the icebreaker “‘Solovei Budimorivitch”’ [sic] in which he asks me 


1 Temporary Vice-Consul at Reval and Libau. 
2 Soviet Russian People’s Commissar for Foreign Affairs. 
3 See No. 676, n. 3. 
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to send to her rescue the two Russian icebreakers now in British hands, as 
the “Pojarski,”’* which it was hoped would be quickly on the spot, has met 
with an accident. 

‘I informed you in my telegram of March goth’ that if the suggested 
arrangement should break down whereby the ‘‘Pojarski”’, supplied with 
coal from the S/S “‘Kildin”’,, should proceed to the Kara Sea, I would consider 
other means of helping, and I am still prepared to do so. But it would take a 
fortnight at least before the only one of the icebreakers here which is avail- 
able could reach the Kara Sea, and that I fear would be too late to be of 
any assistance. 

“There are at Murmansk, I am informed, not only the ‘“‘Canada”’ but also 
four sealing vessels which could be quickly on the spot if supplied with coal 
and oil, and, as I learn from the Russian wireless of March gth that 4500 
tons of coal, 6000 tons of coke and 24,000 gallons of lubricating oil were 
found at Murmansk when the Soviet forces arrived, I do not understand 
why it is not possible for the vessels mentioned to proceed at once to the 
rescue of the “Solovei Budimirovitch”. This would seem the obvious and 
most expeditious method of affording relief, and, while we are naturally 
anxious to do all in our power to come to the assistance of your distressed 
compatriots, I do not see that we can do so as effectively as you can your- 
selves with your own resources. Please let me know what objections there 
are to the course I propose. 

‘At the end of his telegram M. Litvinoff states that, as regards the British 
nationals committed for grave offences and detained in Russia, the Soviet 
Government will be glad to consider the question of a free pardon and their 
release as soon as they feel confident that His Majesty’s Government have 
finally stopped all hostilities against Russia and support to her enemies. 

‘I wish to point out to you once again that His Majesty’s Government are 
no longer engaged in hostilities against the Soviet Government nor are they 
now giving support to any forces which are fighting against that Government. 
So far from doing this, they are about to re-establish trade with Soviet 
Russia and are now awaiting the arrival of the Russian delegates to take the 
first steps in that direction. In these circumstances I feel sure that you will 
see that there is nothing to prevent you from acting as M. Litvinoff suggests, 
and I shall look forward with confidence to the early release of all the British 
subjects from Russia without any of the exceptions contemplated under a 
condition of affairs that no longer exists.’ 


4 The Pojarski was a Russian icebreaker, believed to be at Murmansk or Archangel. 

5 Not printed. 

6 A copy of this telegram was sent by Sir E. Crowe to Lord Stamfordham on April 5 in 
view of the interest shown by H.M. the King in the plight of the Russian icebreaker. 
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No. 679 


General Keyes (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received April 6, 11.15 a.m.) 


No. 73 Telegraphic [190063/1089/38] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, April 5, 1920, 7.45 p.m. 


War Council on April 3rd asked General Denikin to withdraw resignation 
or, failing that, to nominate successor as they considered election of Com- 
mander in Chief not conducive to discipline. 

General Denikin who remained in Theodosia declined and . . .' of Corps 
Commanders and certain senior officers to choose successor. 

Before meeting on April 4th I communicated substance of your telegram 
of March 31st? to General Dragomirov, President of War Council, who 
summoned committee nominated by General Denikin and communicated 
it to them. General Vrangel [sic] then informed them that he would only 
accept command if they agreed to his commencing peace negotiations 
through His Majesty’s Government. 

They elected him and agreed that prolongation of struggle was useless and 
empowered him to obtain the best terms he could for the rank and file in the 
Volunteer Army in the Crimea and Caucasus and for Bredow’s troops in 
Poland.3 General Vrangel asks me to inform Your Lordship that as assis- 
tance has been withdrawn at decisive moment he considers it a debt of honour 
for Allies to save those who have fought with our encouragement against 
Bolsheviks and those compromised by relationship or assistance to them as 
well as those imprisoned in Soviet Russia. 

He considers that all who are incapable of accepting amnesty should be 
treated equally with those to whom His Majesty’s Government has offered 
asylum in England. He is ready to accept most stringent terms for these to 
ensure that none but genuine cases claim our hospitality and considers it 
advisable to persuade as many as possible of refugees now in our camps to 
[accept] amnesty and return home. 

He considers essential armistice be undertaken without delay and that at 
least two months elapse from dates of acceptance before Bolsheviks be ad- 
mitted to Crimea so as to allow careful examination of all cases. 

He asks that, until details have been agreed by him, matter should be 
kept secret, as publication would depress volunteer army, embolden Bolshe- 
viks and possibly cause crisis. 

In view of communication being in nature of ultimatum, General Vrangel’s 
acceptance of the responsibility for initiating negotiations for peace uncon- 
ditionally lays on us the obligation to ensure intervention being accepted and 
effectively carried out. 


1 The text is here uncertain. 2 No. 673. 
3 A detachment of General Denikin’s army commanded by General Bredow had been 


interned in Poland. See No. 695 below. 
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I consider following terms necessary. 

1. Establishment of neutral zones on three isthmuses leading to Crimea; 
neutrality of the zones to be ensured by British detachments. 

2. Bolsheviks not to be admitted to Crimea until volunteer army and 
families have been disposed of as follows: 

3. All who by reason of position or activities have made it impossible for 
them to accept amnesty should be removed. General Vrangel estimates 
maximum number of men at 4,000. Impossible to compute numbers of 
families at present but with strict selection it should not amount to much 
more. 

4. All those who wish to return home be given safe conduct and guarantees 
against persecution. 

5. Local population to be given guarantees that they will not be persecuted 
or deprived of rights of self Government. 

6. Until terms of armistice be carried out (? we should) (? continue) to 
supply coal and oil for Russian ships and supervise transport of persons from 
(? Crimea) on Russian ships and of meats and fats to Crimea. 

7. Strong organization should be . . .! to examine claims for expatriated 
refugees to be repatriated and see that Bolsheviks treat latter properly. 

8. Activities of military Mission and His Majesty’s ships should be con- 
tinued till armistice has been accepted. 

General Vrangel believes that Soviet desire of recognition will outweigh 
desire to wipe out volunteer army, induce acceptance of above terms and 
treat those claiming amnesty with comparative humanity, but we must be 
prepared for refusal of demand to surrender Russian Navy and for necessity 
for all-round agreement safeguarding Georgia and Azerbaijan. 

Repeated to . . .! Constantinople 77. 


No. 680 


Earl Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received April 6, 10.30 a.m.) 
No. 80 Telegraphic [190135/182114/38] 
ATHENS, April 5, 1920! 

My telegram No. 75 March 26th.? 

Just heard by chance that 1,500 Russian refugees arrived at Mudros on 
March 28th and that British officer there understands that 8,500 more are 
to be expected although there are no huts or tents or anything. I also learnt 
only by chance a few days ago that 1,200 Russian wounded had been sent to 
Salonica and 1,500 more expected. Although Lemnos has not yet been 
formally restored to Greece (see your despatch to Sir E. Crowe, No. 7951 of 
December 2oth)3 it has been administered by Greek officials for several years 


1 The time of despatch is not recorded. 2 No. 671. 
3 Vol. IV, No. 642. Sir E. Crowe was then head of the British Peace Delegation in Paris. 
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and has always been treated in practice as Greek territory. Sending Russians 
to Salonica and Lemnos without notice to Greek Government, and in spite 
of their declaration that they cannot be taken there, is, to say the least, very 
discourteous to an Allied Government. I beg that urgent instructions be 
sent to High Commissioner not to send any further Russians to any port of 
Greece without first obtaining the necessary consent of Greek Government.* 

One is inclined to accuse Greek Government of being less generous in this 
matter than other Governments, such as Roumanian, Bulgarian and Serbian, 
but it is only fair to remember that Greece is the only country still expecting 
to fight and that she has already had to receive great numbers of Greek 
refugees and expects very many more. 


* In Foreign Office telegram No. 335 of April 14 (not printed) Admiral de Robeck was 
informed of Lord Granville’s representation that it was ‘of importance that refugees should 
not be sent to foreign ports unless the Government of the country concerned is consulted 
beforehand’. 


No. 681 


Earl Curzon to Mr. Porter (Reval) 
No. 112! Telegraphic [191025/1089/38] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, April 11, 1920, 5 p.m.? 


Following for Tchicherine from Earl Curzon of Kedleston :— 

‘Having realised for some time that the Military struggle in South Russia 
could not be indefinitely prolonged, and being convinced that its continuance 
could only be attended by further loss of life, and by a serious set-back to the 
recovered tranquillity and prosperity of Russia, I have exerted my utmost 
influence with General Denikin to induce him to abandon the contest, and 
have promised him that if he did so, I would use my best efforts to make 
peace between his forces and yours, and to secure the safety of the rank and 
file of his followers, and the population of the Crimea in general. 

‘General Denikin finally decided to act upon this advice, and has left 
Russia, resigning his command to General Wrangel, who has stated his 
willingness to accept the mediation which I offered. 

‘I therefore communicate with you at once to request you, in the interests 
both of Russia and of humanity, to issue orders for the termination of 
hostilities, and to grant a general amnesty upon the disbandment of the 
Volunteer Army. 

‘If the latter are not assured of conciliatory treatment, they are, I under- 
stand, while no longer capable of any serious offensive Northwards, prepared 
nevertheless and still able to maintain themselves in being, and to offer a 
stubborn resistance for some months to come in the Crimea. This is an 
alternative which can be of no possible advantage to either party. 


1 A version of this telegram was published in Soviet Russia, vol. 11, pp. 566-7. 
2 This telegram was repeated to Constantinople on April 13. 
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‘If on the other hand you are willing to consider equitable terms I shall be 
glad to know the conditions on which and the means by which you would 
propose that they should be taken in hand, and I will use my best efforts for 
their acceptance. 

“This country takes a special interest in the fate of Denikin’s army. That 
army represented the Russian elements that stood by us in the Great War, 
in which Russia originally participated as an ally, and we have been in 
honour bound to stand by them to the end. Now that they have failed we 
must equally use our best endeavours to save them from destruction as well 
as disaster. 

‘From the point of view of Russia the reasons for a pacific and honourable 
settlement at this juncture are not less strong. We are expecting the arrival 
here in a few days’ time of your delegates to discuss the ways and means by 
which trade between our two countries may be resumed. Such intercourse 
is vital for the economic recovery of Russia: as long however as civil war is 
proceeding in Russia, it cannot be undertaken with any reasonable prospect 
of success. 

‘It may further be pointed out that if the commencement of these negotia- 
tions were to synchronise with military carnage in South Russia, or with the 
execution of severe reprisals upon prisoners of war, or upon those who have 
played a prominent part in the struggle, the negotiations could not be prose- 
cuted in face of a public opinion that would result from any such proceedings, 
and they would accordingly be doomed to failure from the start. 

‘I shall be glad if you will favour me with an early reply to these proposals.’3 

3 Translations of M. Chicherin’s reply of April 14 (transmitted to London by Reval 
telegram No. 75 of April 15) welcoming Lord Curzon’s communication and suggesting that 
the problems confronting the two governments could best be solved by direct negotiations 


in London between M. Litvinov and H.M.G. are printed in Degras, vol. i, pp. 185-4, and 
Soviet Russia, vol. ii, p. 567. (See No. 1 in list in Introd. Note to this chapter.) 


No. 682 
Earl Curzon to Admiral Sir F. de Robeck (Constantinople) 


No. 328 Telegraphic [189539/1089/38] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, April 13, 1920, 6 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 321.! 

Please inform General Keyes that I am sending a direct message to Moscow 
to enquire whether the Soviet Government are prepared to accept our 
mediation, with a view to the termination of hostilities in South Russia. 

In these circumstances he should return to England as soon as possible. 
Please express to him my regret that his health has suffered as the result of 
the arduous nature of the duties which he has performed in South Russia. 

In view of the fact that at any rate the first stages of any negotiations must 
be conducted direct between London and Moscow, I do not at present see 


1 No. 675. 
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the need of sending out a diplomatic representative and I shall be glad if you 
will assume the general direction of any political discussions with the repre- 
sentatives of the South Russian Government which may be necessary.? 


2 In his telegram No. 531 of May 2 (not printed) Rear-Admiral Sir R. Webb, H.M. 
Acting High Commissioner at Constantinople, again urged that a diplomatic representative 
should be ‘on the spot to deal with Wrangel. To obtain true political aspect of country 
requires permanent presence of an official and I submit again very strongly that someone 
should be sent out at once.’ 


No. 683 


Mr. Grant Watson (Copenhagen) to Earl Curzon 
(Received April 15, 6 p.m.) 


No. 421 Telegraphic [192083/142549/38] 
COPENHAGEN, April 15, 1920, 2.15 p.m. 


Russian Trade Delegates are refusing to negotiate any further with repre- 
sentatives of British firms here and state that further business can only be 
done in London. 

It would seem as if their plan were to use business firms to press His 
Majesty’s Government to make a concession politically to Soviet Government. 

Please repeat to Department of Overseas Trade. 


No. 684 


Earl Curzon to Mr. Porter (Reval) 
No. 119 Telegraphic [191025/1089/38] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, April 17, 1920, 5 p.m. 


Following for M. Tchitcherine from Earl Curzon of Kedleston :— 

I am disappointed at not having yet received at least a preliminary reply 
to my telegram to you of the 11th, proposing mediation between your armies 
and the South Russian forces,! as the matter has clearly become of the utmost 
urgency if further bloodshed is to be avoided, and any delay must seriously 
impair the success of the negotiations. 

I explained to you in my telegram that I cannot permit the South Russian 
forces to suffer disaster as well as defeat, and failing a prompt reply from you 
that you are prepared to accept my mediation and to suspend any further 
Southern offensive that may be in contemplation, His Majesty’s Government 
will have no alternative but to issue orders to His Majesty’s ships in the Black 
Sea to give all the protection in their power to the army in the Crimea, and 
preserve for them the asylum which they have found there by preventing its 
invasion by the Soviet forces. 


1 No. 681. 


700 


My only purpose in addressing you was to secure by peaceful methods the 
earliest possible termination of hostilities, thereby at the same time fulfilling 
an obligation to our friends and contributing to the economic reconstruction 
of Russia generally, and it would be much to be deplored if the action of the 
Soviet Government rendered it impossible for His Majesty’s Government to 
meet the obligation just described without reverting to the employment of 
force.? | 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 345. 


2 On April 19 Lord Hardinge sent a telegram (No. 120 to Reval, not here printed) to 
M. Chicherin explaining that the latter’s wireless message of the 14th (see No. 681, n. 3) 
had arrived after Lord Curzon had drafted the foregoing telegram and that, owing to the 
absence of Lord Curzon and the Prime Minister at San Remo, ‘a few days’ delay in replying 
may unavoidably occur’. “To avoid any misunderstanding’, Lord Hardinge confirmed Lord 
Curzon’s message above. 


No. 685 


Admiral Sir F. de Robeck (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received April 18, 12.55 p.m.) 


No. 406 Telegraphic [192722/1089/38] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, April 17, 1920, 10 p.m. 


From High Commissioner and General Milne. 

Your telegram No. 338.! 

My telegram No. 324? was repeated by Cable Office on April roth. 
Following is further repetition. Begins:— 

General Wrangel leaves to-night for Sebastopol to confer with the Council. 

He is prepared to take up command of the forces in South Russia if it is 
offered to him subject to the consent of His Majesty’s Government to the 
following. 

Begins: 

He fully realizes that the war is lost but even so he cannot admit the possi- 
bility that negotiations can take place between the two sides, but considers 
that they must be carried out by the intervention of the Allies. His reason 
that he cannot take the initiative is that on first assuming command he could 
not with any hope of retaining authority over his troops at once enter into 
negotiations with Soviet, though personally he fully realizes necessity of 
saving what is left. He therefore asks for time to give him a chance of securing 
his position with the Army, of preparing public opinion for negotiations and 
thus defeating any accusation that he and the Allies betrayed the army. He 
considers it essential to hold Crimea until peace is secured, as without holding 
some portion of Russia they cannot negotiate as Russians. He wishes to know 

1 This telegram of April 15, not preserved in Foreign Office archives, presumably asked 
for a repetition of Constantinople telegram No. 324; see n. 2 below. 


2 Neither the original telegram No. 324 dated April 6 nor the repetition of it on April 10 
has been traced in Foreign Office archives. 
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if British Government will agree to a definite period of their support, say for 
two months, during which pourparlers can be considered; and also to be given 
some idea of general conditions he would be called upon to accept. During 
that period, in addition to assistance in military material, aid would be 
required for feeding Army and population of Crimea. Ends. 

Please give copies to War Office and Admiralty. 


No. 686 


Foreign Office to the Office of the High Commussioner for Canada 


[191659/142549/38] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, April 20, 1920 
Sir :— 

I am directed by Earl Curzon of Kedleston to refer to your letter No. 
T 13/36 of the 13th instant,! concerning the possibility of Canadian export 
trade with Soviet Russia. 

As you are no doubt aware, a Delegation is now on its way from Russia 
to this country, in order to discuss with Representatives of the Allied and 
Associated Powers, the measures which should be taken for the resumption 
of commercial relations. 

Pending the result of these negotiations the policy of His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment with regard to Soviet Russia remains unchanged, with the exception 
that the Blockade has been partially raised and that His Majesty’s Ships have 
been instructed not to interfere with trade to Russian ports in the Baltic and 
the Far East, but that any vessel suspected of carrying arms and munitions 
to the Soviet Government or its agents is to be searched and turned back. 

The Allied Blockade policy is still in force in the Black Sea. 

Iam, &c., 
J. D. Grecory? 


' Not printed. 
2 An Assistant Secretary superintending the Northern Department of the Foreign Office. 


No. 687 


Memorandum by Mr. E. F. Wise! on Negotiations for Reopening Trade with 
Soviet Russia (Received April 29) 


[WV 194885/142549/38] . 

SAN REMO, April 21, 1920 

The Supreme Council in January decided that it would give facilities for 

the re-opening of trade with Russia through the Russian Co-operative 

1 British representative on the Permanent Committee of the Supreme Economic Council; 

he had been delegated to hold preliminary conversations with the Russian trade delegates 

at Copenhagen, April 7-9; cf. Vol. VITI, No. 14, n. 10. Mr. Wise attended meetings of the 

Inter-Allied Conference at San Remo (see No. 688, n. 1) when Anglo-Russian trade 
negotiations were being discussed. 
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Organisations. In pursuance of this decision a number of telegrams were 
exchanged between Mr. Berkenheim, of the London Office of the Russian 
Co-operatives, acting as intermediary for the Allied Governments and the 
Committee in Moscow of the Centro-Soyus, the central organ of the Russian 
Co-operative movement. Two Russian co-operators from the London 
Office, Mr. Shmeleff, who is President of the Flax Co-operative, and Mr. 
Makeiff, who had been Chairman of the Moscow Union of Zemstvos under 
the Provisional Government, both of whom are regarded as anti-Bolshevist 
rather than pro-Bolshevist, went to Moscow and after spending some weeks 
there have now returned. Simultaneously the ‘reorganised’ Moscow Co- 
operatives (v1z., the Soviet Government, speaking through the mouth of the 
Co-operatives) suggested that they should send to Europe a Delegation of 
four members, accompanied by twenty experts, and these arrived at Copen- 
hagen on April 7th. The Delegation consisted of Krassin, the Commissar of 
Transport and Foreign Trade; Nogin, the head of the Centro-Textile; 
Litvinoff, who was already at Copenhagen; and Rosovosky, a Trade Union 
and Workers’ Co-operative leader; Khintchouk, a well-known Moscow Co- 
operator, was also to have come but he was detained at Moscow by illness 
or other business. The four Delegates are all trusted Communists whose 
claim to speak for the Co-operative movement is based on their selection for 
this purpose by a Central Committee to which the Soviet Government had 
appointed a majority of Communists. Their staff appears to have been 
selected for their competence as technical experts, and only a few of them are 
thought to be convinced Communists. 

2. The two co-operators, Messrs. Shemleff [sc] and Makeiff, stated that 
they were well treated in Moscow. They were kept more or less in isolation. 
Nevertheless, having many friends and relations in Moscow, they contrived 
to talk privately to a large number of representative people. 

3. For the preliminary conference at Copenhagen I had as Allied colleague 
M. du Halgouet, who had acted as one of the representatives for France in 
Russia during the War, and I was assisted by Mr. O’ Malley, of the Foreign 
Office, and Mr. R. W. Matthew, of the Department of Overseas Trade; 
Captain A. P. Thompson acted as Secretary. 

4. This Memorandum is based on discussion with my colleagues, and 
Mr. O’Malley has given me great assistance in its preparation. It has not 
been possible for it to be seen by the other members of the Delegation. 
Throughout the proceedings at Copenhagen, however, I found myself in 
complete agreement with M. Halgouet, and M. Halgouet agreed with me 
in thinking that we correctly interpreted the views of the Italian and Belgian 
Governments. 


Proposed Soviet Method of Foreign Trading 


5. The Soviet Government appears to have decided :— 
(a) To centralise all imports and exports, using for this purpose as its 
agent the Russian Co-operative Organisation in Russia. 


2 See No. 668, n. 3. 
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(6) To use its gold and other resources, e.g., platinum, for payment in the 
first place for railway and other transport material. 

(c) To grant concessions to Foreign capitalists, especially for timber, on 
terms which will permit to a proportion of the products being exported on 
private account, but, save for this, will involve no exception in principle to 
the general Communist organisation of the country. The purpose of these 
concessions, of course, would be to secure foreign capital for Russian de- 
velopment. 

(2) To permit private firms under licence to maintain warehouses in 
Russia, where they could hold stocks of goods for sale from time to time to 
‘the Soviet authorities and their agents. 

(e) Not to admit, for the present at any rate, any rights of private property 
in Russia, whether Allied or Russian. 


(Consideration of this question is being held in reserve by the Soviet 
Government for peace negotiations.) 


(f) To replace the present representatives of the co-operative movement 
outside Russia by new persons nominated by the Central Moscow Organisa- 
ton. 

(g) According to Krassin, the Soviet Government has now definitely 
decided to abandon propaganda in other countries designed to upset other 
forms of Government. He stated that the Bolsheviks had realised that their 
most effective propaganda would be their internal economic success, and to 
this they would devote their full strength. 


The Economic Situation in Russia 


6. The information that emerged as to the position in Russia may be 
summarised briefly as follows :— 

(a) There is a very serious shortage of food in the towns, but what there is 
is being evenly distributed in accordance with the Bolshevist rationing sys- 
tem, which differentiates in favour of some classes of the population. 

(0) Sanitary conditions in Moscow, Petrograd and elsewhere are appal- 
ling, and may lead in the Spring to epidemics of great danger to the rest of 
Europe. There are hardly any drugs or medical apparatus available. 

(c) Transportis at a very low ebb; but it is stated by Krassin to be now past 
its worst point and to be slowly improving. 

(dq) There is an extreme shortage of locomotives, of which 3,000 are re- 
quired at once, but relatively there is no shortage of trucks. There is also a 
dearth of machine tools and other repair material for the workshops, but no 
serious lack of the raw materials. Krassin stated that 5,000 versts of railway 
had been relaid in the last twelve months, and 2,000 bridges rebuilt. 

(e) There are 150,000 tons dead weight of Russian shipping in Russian 
ports, of which at least two-thirds require re-conditioning. 

(f) Coal is badly needed in North Russia for bunkering ships and for 
manufacturing purposes. 
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(g) Grain, timber, flax and certain metals are said to be available in con- 
siderable quantities for export, but they are still mainly in the hands of the 
peasants. The Soviet Government have some stocks ready at Petrograd and 
elsewhere. The existence of surplus supplies was confirmed by Makeiff and 
Shmeleff. The towns are short because of the lack of transport and of manu- 
factured goods with which to barter with the peasants. 

(kh) The Bolsheviks have considerable sums in gold, but they declined to 
give figures. Estimates vary from £30,000,000 to over £70,000,000. 

(t) Private trade in Russia has been practically abolished though con- 
siderable illigal [sic] trading still goes on. The only effective trading organisa- 
tion is that of the co-operatives. 


Political Situation in Russia 


7 (a) There is an intense desire on the part of the population to resume 
trade and external relations. Lack of food and material dominates the 
political situation. Mr. Berkenheim is generally believed in Russia to be 
responsible for the recent developments in the direction of the abolition of 
the Blockade, and he has consequently acquired enormous popularity 
throughout Russia. 

(5) The peasants are said by Krassin to be convinced Sovietists, but not 
Communists; they are strongly opposed to Denikin, Koltchak and their 
supporters, on account of their experience of Denikin’s incompetent and 
corrupt administration. 

(c) Communism is reported to be firmly planted in the town [sic] as a 
result of heavy propaganda and the complete destruction of capitalistic 
enterprise. 

(d) There is a general opinion that the restoration of Czardom is quite out 
of the question, and that, owing to the breakdown of trading organisation 
and propaganda, a return to capitalism within a considerable period of years 
is impossible. 

(e) The Communist Government has inspired respect on account of its 
efficiency and of its drastic punishment of crime and counter revolutionary 
activity, but it has inspired no affection save among the limited percentage 
of convinced Communists. It has no dangerous competitors at present, 
either inside or outside Russia, and the people themselves are too exhausted — 
to initiate any political movement. 

(f) The attempts of the Communists to nationalise the co-operative move- 
ment were resisted for a long time, and are being met now by widespread 
passive hostility. Elections are proceeding in local and district organisations 
for new Boards of Control from which ultimately a new Central Committee 
will be elected. At present local elections are producing only well-known 
co-operators and not communist partisans, but the Central Board will be 
elected by open ballot under the eyes of the Bolsheviks. It is probable there- 
fore that the Central Board will be Bolshevist. The combination of open 
elections and an efficient terrorist force is being found sufficient in the Soviets 
and in other organisations to render certain the return of Communists. 


I. XII 795 ZE 


Litvinoff and London 


8. The understanding on which the delegation came to Copenhagen was 
as follows: 

(a) Litvinoff was not to be permitted to come to London. 

(b) The rest of the delegation would consult Litvinoff at Copenhagen 
before proceeding to some other place ‘in Western Europe’. 

(c) Krassin and the rest of the Delegation would, after consulting Litvinoff, 
proceed at once to London. (This was not explicitly agreed in the corre- 
spondence, but to an impartial reader no other interpretation of it is possible.) 


At the first meeting it was immediately clear that the intention of the 
Bolsheviks was to use all means to get Litvinoff to London. The reasons for 
this appear to be:— 


(1) A desire to avoid giving any point away at the beginning of negotia- 
tions. Litvinoff stated that the Soviets would in no circumstances 
submit to a ‘dictated peace’. They regarded the Allied attitude to- 
wards himself as a beginning in this direction, and resented it accord- 
ingly. No doubt he has himself encouraged this view. He stated that 
exception was being taken to him, not on personal grounds but 
because he was a more thorough-paced Communist than his colleagues. 

(2) A strong hope of initiating peace negotiations, for which Litvinoff 
would probably be indispensible [stc] to them. 

(3) The desire to use Litvinoff’s knowledge of European economic condi- 
tions and of the English language for their trading negotiations, in 
view of the incomplete and distorted knowledge in Russia of develop- 
ments outside. 

(4) A suspicion that Krassin was too much a business man and too little 
a revolutionary communist, and that Litvinoff was necessary to watch 
him and to keep him straight. 


The reply given to these representations was to repeat the phrases of the 
telegrams sent at the instance of the permanent Committee of the Economic 
Council by the London to the Moscow Co-operative, and to state that in 
present circumstances the Allied Governments were not prepared to admit 
Litvinoff to England or to hold out any hope of reconsidering this decision. 


Questions raised by Bolshevists 


g. The Russian Delegation raised a number of general or semi-political 
issues such as the following :— 
Was the blockade completely abandoned? 
Could Russia now trade freely with neutrals? 
What was to be the attitude of the Allies towards countries still at war 
with Russia? 


3 Only one such telegram, of March 11, has been traced in Foreign Office archives. It is 
not here printed. 
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Would they cease giving them material or moral support? 

Would the Allies immediately cease all direct belligerent operations 
against Russia? (Litvinoff alleged that the Black Sea Coast had recently 
been bombarded by Allied warships.)4 

Would complete postal and telegraphic communications be established ? 

Would the Allies agree to reciprocal arrangements for the despatch 
abroad of commercial and consular or quasi-consular representatives? 

By what means could the Soviet Government or the Centrosoyuz over- 
come the actual legal obstacles in the way of trading outside Russia so long 
as the Soviet Government remained unrecognised? 


10. Apart from the question of concluding a formal peace none of these 
questions appeared in our judgment to present any difficulties which could 
not be removed as and when they arose in actual fact; vtz., so soon as it was 
a question of the execution of contracts agreed in principle between Russia 
and Allied or neutral firms. We pointed out that the public statement of 
policy of the Supreme Council must be understood to imply that all necessary 
steps would be taken to facilitate trade. On the question of peace the Bol- 
shevist claim has obvious force. Since transport is at the bottom of their 
internal economic difficulties, trade on any scale is impossible so long as a 
large proportion of such transport resources as they have is earmarked for 
military purposes. 


11. We urged strongly that substantial progress could only be made by 
direct business negotiations between Russian experts and the heads of Allied 
business houses in London. Progress in Copenhagen would be painfully slow, 
if possible at all. The practical impossibility of making coal contracts except, 
say, in London or Cardiff, provided an illustration of this. We advisedly 
carried on the discussions in as friendly an atmosphere as possible, and 
succeeded in avoiding any acrimony, even on the subject of the personal 
grievances of Litvinoff. The Russian delegation said that they were unable 
to proceed to London without Litvinoff in the absence of further instructions 
from Moscow. They thought, however, that they might be able to suggest 
some other place, in Italy, for example, to which the whole delegation might 
proceed. 


Soviet Government Reply 


12. Their formal reply, based on instructions from Moscow and received 
after our departure from Copenhagen, is as follows:— 


‘The Russian Trade Delegation, in pursuance of instructions received 
from Moscow, has the honour of communicating the following :— 

“Taking into consideration the fact that the announcement of lifting the 
Blockade has not actually been made effective and that the Allied Powers 


+ Cf. No. 689 below. 
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have not made any declaration as to the cessation of a state of war with 
Soviet Russia, actual commercial relations between Russia and other 
European countries or any definite commercial agreements seem to be 
impossible. 

‘It would, therefore, be necessary in the first place to agree in broad 
outlines the general conditions for re-establishing economic and commercial 
agreements between the countries in question, which requires formal 
negotiations and definite agreement. 

‘With this view in mind Centrosoyus considers essential the speedy 
commencement of negotiations with participation of all four members of 
Centrosoyus Delegation. 

‘Should it still be considered impossible for Litvinoff to be allowed to 
proceed to London, Delegation has received instructions to make clear fact 
that it is open to suggestions as to commencing negotiations in any other 
place convenient for all parties Chairman, KRassIn.’5 


13. From this reply it appears that— 


(1) The Soviet Government consider that they are strong enough topress 
Peace Negotiations on the Allies in spite of the economic straits in 
which it [sic] finds itself. Judging from conversations with Litvinoff, 
the Bolsheviks are apparently under the impression that there is a 
strong body of opinion in Allied countries which demands peace with 
and recognition of the Soviet Government. They are fully informed 
as to the economic conditions in Allied countries, and as to the need 
therein of Russian produce. 

(2) The Soviet Government is prepared to risk the dangers to themselves 
involved by further delay in order to endeavour to secure de facto 
recognition. This would, more than anything else, put the seal upon 
their internal success and bring under their standard numbers of 
wobblers inside and outside Russia, of whose technical and business 
skill they feel themselves in need. 

(3) Their approaches to other countries for hospitality to their delegates 
have not so far been met with success. 


The Question of Policy 


14. The broad question has now to be settled, whether the Allied Govern- 
ments will (a) persist in their policy of refusing such negotiations as would 
inevitably involve recognition of the Soviets as the de facto government of 
Russia, whilst permitting as much trading as is possible without the con- 
clusion of a formal agreement with Soviet representatives, or (b) agree to the 
general negotiations proposed. This is a course which must soon involve 
direct or implied recognition of the Soviets as the de facto Government of 
Russia. 


5 For formal representations of April 21 addressed by M. Krassin to the President of the 
Supreme Council, see Vol. VIII, No. 16, minute 7 and Appendix IT. 
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15. If the alternative (a) is adopted, the following courses appear to be 
open :— 


(1) Breaking off Negotiations 


(az) The Allied Governments could acquiesce in the return of the Russian 
Delegation from Copenhagen to-morrow and take no further action. With- 
out a fresh request from us the Danish Government are unlikely to extend 
the period of their stay in Denmark. But the Allied Governments might be 
held responsible inside and outside Russia for the dangerous economic results 
both for Russia and Western Europe which might proceed from this break- 
down in negotiations. Probably the neutrals and Germany will in any case 
start trading as soon as the ports are freed from ice and mines, 1.e., within 
about a month. The renewal of an effective blockade appears to be politically 
and practically impossible. 


(2) Removing the Blockade without an Agreement 


(6) The Allied Governments can declare that the blockade and hostilities, 
direct and indirect, so far as they are concerned, are completely at an end, 
that any person or firm, Allied, neutral, or ex-enemy, may trade with Russia 
as and how they please, but that the Allied Governments will take no re- 
sponsibility at all for any difficulties that may arise. In this case they might 
ask Denmark or some other country to permit the Russian Delegation to 
remain there for trading purposes. 

The effect of this would undoubtedly be that some trade would be done, 
but compared to the needs of Russia the results would probably be negligible. 
The Soviets would, no doubt, claim that their diplomacy had broken the 
Blockade, but it would be a Pyrrhic victory. They would have to reckon very 
soon with the disappointment of the Russian people on account of the 
paucity and slowness of results. To restore Russian Railways and Factories 
within a reasonable time would tax to the utmost the combined efforts of 
Allied, American, and German industry, even assuming that payment in 
gold could be made and that no difficulties arose over finance. But the gold 
is by no means unlimited in amount, and would not suffice for financing both 
the purchase of transport material and for ordinary trade. The renewal of 
commercial relations, even on a meagre scale, requires confidence on the part 
of merchants, and probably moral material encouragement from the Allied 
Governments. 

The following aspect of the adoption of either (a) or (5) must be considered. 
The Allied Governments would have to reckon with the serious economic 
results of a prolonged continuance of the absence of Russian food and raw 
materials from the resources available for Europe. In starting the work of 
Russian reconstruction, the loss of a few weeks or a month now may make 
it impossible for any portion of the next Russian harvest to be available for 
Europe. The economic condition of Europe is such that, unless there is hope 
of food and raw materials from Russia within a reasonable period of months, 
it is extremely difficult to see how a complete crash can be avoided. 
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Negotiations for Trade Agreement with Soviets 


16. But if the Supreme Council decides that the time is now ripe for the 
adoption of the second alternative, and for the initiation of negotiations 
which may lead to de facto recognition and a formal agreement, the following 
steps would seem to be necessary :— 


(1) There should be settled a place of meeting to which the Russian 
Delegation, including Litvinoff, could proceed. There are considerable 
disadvantages in meeting them in a neutral country. 

(2) The general line of policy to be followed by the Allied representatives, 
particularly on the points as to the relations between Russia and Poland 
and Roumania, must be settled. 

(3) Consideration should at once be given to the policy to be adopted with 
regard to foreign financial interests in Russia. The neutral States are 
directly concerned with this, and it is desirable that they should be 
consulted. 

(4) The conditions under which the Bolshevist representatives may be 
admitted into Western European countries, and the precautions to be 
taken against propaganda should be settled. 


17. In either case, whatever decision is reached, a note will have to be 
drafted replying to Krassin’s letter which will contain a fairly complete 
exposition of Allied policy.® 

© The reply sent is printed in Vol. VIII as Appendix I to No. 20. 


No. 688 
Earl Curzon (San Remo)! to Lord Hardtnge? (Received April 24, 9.15 a.m.) 


No. 24 Telegraphic (193915/1089/38| 
SAN REMO, April 24, 1920, 1.15 a.m. 


Sent to Batoum repeated to Constantinople, Foreign Office No. 24. 

Following for Admiral de Robeck (Begins). 

Your telegram 406.3 

We have endeavoured by telegraph to Chicherin to make terms for 
Wrangle’s [sic] forces in Crimea and have asked him to state Soviet con- 
ditions. Replies have not been so far encouraging, in as much as he is 
endeavouring to make an agreement hinging upon political concessions else- 
where which we are unable to make. Meanwhile we are not in a position to 
grant General Wrangle’s request. Military authorities regard our military 
obligation as discharged with evacuation of Novorossisk. We have not con- 
templated leaving a Military Mission in the Crimea and think that it should 


t Lord Curzon attended meetings of the Inter-Allied Conference at San Remo, April 
18-26; see Vol. VIII, Chap. I. 
2 Permanent Under-Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs. 3 No. 685. 
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be withdrawn with least possible delay. We cannot encourage General 
Wrangle to continue a struggle that can have but one result by grant of 
either of military material or supplies, and if we are unable to make terms 
for him as seems probable, there remains no alternative but that he should 
make them for himself (End.) 


No. 689 
Earl Curzon (San Remo) to Lord Hardinge (Received April 24, 8.45 p.m.) 


No. 25 Telegraphic [193962/1089/38] 
Urgent SAN REMO, April 24, 1920, 7 p.m. 

Sent to Constantinople. Repeated to F.O. 

Following for Chicherin Moscow. In my telegram of April 11th! I asked 
you to state the conditions upon which you would cease hostilities and come 
to terms with General Wrangel’s forces in Crimea and on April 17th, not 
having received your reply and hearing that Soviet troops were still attacking 
I warned you? that if hostilities continued I should have no alternative but 
to order British ships in Black Sea to give protection to Crimean forces. On 
April roth I received a telegram from you; complaining of bombardment of 
Bolshevik forces in Black Sea by British vessels. These forces are marching 
along coast to attack a town occupied by a British Garrison namely Batoum 
and their movement is an act of war which His Majesty’s forces are bound 
and will continue to resist. In the meantime arrived your telegram of April 
15th* in which while expressing sympathy with earlier appeal from me you 
endeavoured to attach to it double condition of release of Soviet prisoners in 
Austria and reception of Litvinoff in London as representative of Russian 
Government to discuss these and other matters. These proposals are re- 
peated by you in your telegram of April 2oth.5 I am unable to recognise any 
connection between question of Austrian prisoners over whom I have no 
control and position in Crimea nor can I consent for reasons with which you 
are familiar to negotiate with Litvinoffin London. I regret that ata moment 
when we had hoped to be able to make arrangement for development of 
economic relations between the two countries Soviet Forces should be en- 
gaged in open hostilities with British forces and I cannot conceal that such 
proceedings on your part will have a most unfortunate effect upon public 
opinion in Great Britain. I shall be prepared to desist from hostilities when 
you have given similar orders to your troops and have entered into friendly 
negotiations concerning force in Crimea. 


1 No. 681. 2 No. 684. 

3 This is a reference to Reval telegram No. 23 of April 18 (see No. 542, n. 3 above), 
which transmitted a message from M. Chicherin. 

4 See No. 681, n. 3. S Not printed. 
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No. 690 


Admiral Sir F. de Robeck (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon (San Remo) 


Unnumbered' Telegraphic (194498) 1089/38] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, April 27, 1920 


Your telegram of April 24th.? 

Urge your negotiations with Chicherin should continue so long as there is 
the slightest hope of arranging terms between Wrangel and Soviet. 

I doubt whether as a whole possible for Wrangel to open negotiations him- 
self owing to possible attitude of his troops some of whom would look on him 
as a traitor. The intermediation of a third party is considered necessary. 

Repeated to Foreign Office. 


1 This telegram was repeated on April 27 at 2 p.m. as No. 448 to the Foreign Office, 
where it was received at 11 p.m. on the same day. 
2 No. 688. 


No. 691 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Leslie! (Reval) 
No. 126 Telegraphic [192912/182441/38] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, April 27, 1920, 7 p.m. 


Following for Tchicherin from Lord Curzon begins:— 

His Majesty’s Government have sent the ice-breaker ‘Sviatagor’ to the 
rescue of the ‘Solevei Budimirovitch’.2 She has proceeded fully supplied to 
Bergen where she will be handed over to the Norwegian Government who 
are organising the relief expedition under the command of Sverdrup. The 
‘Sviatagor’ will be accompanied by a collier to Tromsé where her cargo of 
coal will be handed over to the Norwegian Government. I note that in your 
telegram to me of March [April]3 rst you guarantee that all expenses will be 
covered. I should be glad if you would inform me what measures the Soviet 
Government propose to take in this connection. 


' H.M. Consul at Reval. 

2 M. Chicherin had sent a further appeal for aid in a message of April 7, transmitted to 
London on April 8 in Reval telegram No. 64 (not printed), received in the Foreign Office 
on April g. 

3 See No. 676, n. 3. 
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No. 692 


Mr. Leslie (Reval) to Earl Curzon (Received April 30)' 
No. 88 Telegraphic [195172/ 1089/38 | 


REVAL, April 29, 1920! 

Following from M. Chicherin for Lord Curzon: 

‘Your radio, dated April 25th,? has been carefully considered by the 
Russian Government. This Government deeply regrets that the British 
Government has refused to adopt the measures within its power in order to 
arrange the transfer to Russia of the members of the former Hungarian 
Soviet Government [and] is firmly confident that the British Government will 
alter its decision in this matter and will adopt the course suggested by us, the 
only one corresponding to the principles of humanity referred to by the British 
Government, seeing that in fact the bringing over of Bela Kun and his 
friends from Austria to Russia? depends upon the British Government. At 
a moment when the British Government is appealing to the principles of 
humanity in its address to the Russian Government in the question of the 
remnants of Denikin’s army, the Russian Government considers it as per- 
fectly normal to appeal to the same principles with reference to the interned 
Hungarian Communists and it cannot desist from finding it somewhat 
astonishing that the British Government refuses to apply to the Russian 
Government Allies the principles it desires to apply to its own Allies. The 
Russian Government, nevertheless, is loath to impede the suggested agree- 
ment with the British Government, and yielding to the latter’s desire, it 
declares its readiness to enter into an agreement involving that life will be 
guaranteed to the remnants of the Southern White Guards who will sur- 
render under the same conditions as suggested in my radio of February 21st 
with reference to the White Guards of the North,‘ these conditions having 
been then approved by the British Government and having remained without 
effect for the sole reason that the other part was no more in existence. If 
further conditions are to be suggested by the British Government they can 
be best discussed in direct negotiations with our representative who is now 
in Copenhagen. If another method is preferred by the British Government 
to come to an agreement the Russian Government is ready to consider the 
corresponding proposals in most friendly spirit. People’s Commissary Foreign 
Affairs Tchicherin. No. 1243.’5 


' The times of despatch and receipt are not recorded. 

2 See No. 689. 

3 For further correspondence concerning the fate of M. Béla Kun, the Hungarian Com- 
munist leader, see Nos. 148 and 154 above. 

4 Printed in Vol. III, No. 696. 

$ For the Russian text of this telegram, see D.V.P.S.S.S.R., vol. ii, No. 328. 
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No. 693 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Leslie (Reval) 
No. 130 Telegraphic [195172/1089/38) 
FOREIGN OFFICE, May 3, 1920, 9 p.m. 

Following for Chicherin :— 

I am glad to receive your message of April 2gth.! 

It is not strictly accurate to speak of the conditions suggested in your radio 
of February 21st? with reference to the Archangel forces as having been 
‘approved’ by His Majesty’s Government. In acknowledging the receipt of 
that message I stated, in my telegram of February 28th to Reval} for trans- 
mission to you, by wireless, that I had received your message ‘which it is now 
too late for me to communicate to the North Russian Government’, thereby 
indicating that your conditions were in my opinion a matter of discussion and 
negotiation. In my first telegram on the subject of South Russia (of April 
11th)* I spoke of the ‘termination of hostilities’, of a ‘general amnesty’, and of 
‘conciliatory treatment’ whereas your latest reply appears to demand un- 
conditional surrender, subject only to an undertaking to abstain from capital 
punishment and to allow the more prominent leaders to leave the country. 
This is a very different thing. If these matters are to be discussed between us 
this can only be after a cessation of all hostilities both in the Crimea and on the 
borders of the Caucasian States where your forces are engaged in conflict either 
with British forces or with those who are the friends of Great Britain. On the 
Crimean front I suggest that you communicate direct with General Wrangel 
with a view to the initiation of definite negotiations, and I shall be glad, if all 
parties agree, to despatch a British officer to take part in the deliberations. 

In reply to your enquiry as to further conditions I have indicated that 
negotiations are doomed to failure whether in Europe or in Asia as long as 
Soviet forces are engaged in open hostilities with those whom we are actually 
defending with our arms or in whose political independence we are closely 
concerned. The only method by which peace can be successfully re-estab- 
lished is by an assurance to desist from these attacks. If this be given and 
adhered to the first of the necessary conditions will have been fulfilled, and 
negotiations can be pursued in a friendly spirit. 

1 No. 692. 2 Vol. III, No. 606. 3 Ibid., No. 697. 4+ No. 681. 


No. 694 
M. Chicherin to Earl Curzon! 
Unnumbered Telegraphic: by wireless [197723/1089/38 | 
PETROGRAD, May 5, 1920 
The Russian Soviet Government note with pleasure the conciliatory spirit 
of the British Government’s wireless message dated May 4,? and, being on 


t The date of receipt is not recorded: a copy of the telegram was filed in the Foreign 
Office on May 14. 
2 No. 693. ‘May 4’ was presumably the date of transmission from Reval. 
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their part invariably imbued with completely pacific intentions, are ready to 
meet in the largest measure the wishes of the British Government. It is their 
earnest desire to celebrate the conclusion of a general agreement with Great 
Britain about all questions concerning both Governments. The Russian 
Government, in compliance with the wishes of the British Government, are 
ready to negotiate immediately with the British Government, or with the 
Government of any group indicated by the British Government, a suspension 
of hostilities on the Crimean front, with a view to the speedy conclusion of a 
special agreement with Great Britain concerning a general amnesty for those 
who are continuing at present in the ranks of Denikin’s forces the struggle 
against the Soviet authority and with a view to the bloodless liquidation of 
the Crimean front. They are further ready to admit the participation of the 
Commander of the South-East White Guards, Vrangel [sic], in these nego- 
tiations, a British military representative likewise taking part in the delibera- 
tions, provided the British Government on their part take the necessary steps 
in regard to Vrangel’s participation in these pourparlers. As for the Caucasus, 
the Russian Government point out that the military operations of the Soviet 
troops in that region have already been suspended and that the Soviet 
Government have directly communicated with the adjacent Government, 
proposing that peace negotiations shall be opened immediately,3 such a 
course being evidently not in the least incompatible with the readiness of the 
Russian Government to take into consideration and to discuss the special 
interests of Great Britain in the Caucasus, so far as these exist and so far as 
the British Government will amicably make them known. Meeting thus all 
the wishes expressed in the last wireless message of the British Government 
and basing themselves upon the declaration contained in the same to the 
effect that what hinders successful general negotiations between both 
Governments is the continuance of hostilities on the above front, the Russian 
Government firmly believe that their readiness to conclude the proposed 
agreements will be a preliminary step, which will necessarily be followed by 
a general agreement between Russia and Great Britain.‘ 


3 Cf. Nos. 559 and 561 above. 
4 The Russian text of this telegram is printed in D.V.P.S.S.S.R., vol. 11, No. 336. 


No. 695 


Admiral Sir R. Webb (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received May 10, 12.5 p.m.) 
No. 559 Telegraphic [197050/169354/38 | 
Very urgent CONSTANTINOPLE, May 9, 1920, 11.55 p.m. 


General Wrangel has requested assistance of Chief of the British Military 
Mission in following matter. Request which is dated April 26th has been 
transmitted to me by General Milne. 

General Bredow’s Army group is at present interned by Polish Govern- 
ment in Eastern Galicia, and in Prezemyslkrakov [sic] area. It numbers 
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between 15,000 and 20,000 and would be quite an effective force if its arms 
and war material were given back to it. 

Ukrainian peasant population on right bank of River Dneiper [szc] is in 
revolt against Bolsheviks. 

Wrangel requests that Poles be induced to re-equip Bredow’s army and 
to concentrate it in Kamenetz-Podolsk area on western borders of Ukraine. 
He states that it would in that case be able to (a) give effective support to 
anti-Bolshevik peasant movement, (5) assist Polish and Ukrainian armies 
operating against Bolsheviks, (c) make Bolsheviks more amenable to reason 
and thus have favourable influence on course of present peace negotiations. 

Text of Wrangel’s letter follows by bag.' 


1 Not traced in Foreign Office archives. In his telegram No. 556 of May 8 (not printed) 
Lord Derby had reported an appeal to the Inter-Allied Military Mission of Versailles from 
the White Russian General Tcherbatcheff ‘to arrange for the transport to the Crimea of 
General Bredov’s army. ... This army amounts to 15,000 men, of whom 7,000 are suffering 
from typhus’. Lord Derby went on to say that, ‘In view of the impossibility of arranging for 
their transport to the Crimea’, the Conference of Ambassadors at its meeting on May 8 had 
‘decided to invite the Interallied Mission of Versailles to state what other measures could 
be taken on their behalf and to report to the Conference’ (see No. 734 below). 


No. 696 


Admiral Sir R. Webb (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received May 13, 9 a.m.) 


No. 573 Telegraphic [197681/1089/38] 
Very urgent CONSTANTINOPLE, May 11, 1920, 2.30 a.m. 


Following is translation of Note dated May 2nd from General Wrangel to 
General Percy.' Begins:— 

On April 2nd His Majesty’s Government invited General Denikin to put 
a stop to civil war by notifying him that they would otherwise withhold all 
assistance from the forces of South Russia.? 

On assuming command I informed His Majesty’s Government? that being 
compelled to comply with this demand, I referred to their just appreciation 
of the fate of the Army, fleet and population of South Russia, considering it 
a point of honour for those, to whom we had remained constantly faithful, 
to save all those who were unwilling to accept money [? mercy] at the hands of 
their foes. At the same time I pointed out the impossibility of our entering 
into direct negotiations with the enemy. 

Lord Curzon’s communication to M. Tchitcherin‘* transmitted to me by 
Admiral Seymour’ expressly declared that in the event of the Soviets refusing 
to accept British mediation or of a fresh offensive on Southern Front, His 
Majesty’s Government would send vessels to protect my armies in the 
Crimea and to prevent an invasion by Soviet forces of their (? refuge) in 

t General Officer Commanding, British Military Mission in the Crimea. 


2 See Nos. 673 and 679. 3 See No. 679. 4+ No. 684. 
5 Rear-Admiral Sir M. Culme-Seymour was second in command in the Mediterranean. 
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Crimea. By your letter of April 29th® you communicated to me substance of 
message addressed by Lord Curzon to British High Commissioner, Con- 
stantinople, to the effect that Monsieur Tchitcherin, putting forward (? two) 
(? agreements) in acceptance of enemy demands, led His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment to conclude that sole solution was for me to endeavour to obtain the 
desired conditions from Soviets myself.’ 

I cannot conceive that His Majesty’s Government intend to abandon 
to-day the mediation which they themselves assumed after being informed 
of impossibility of my entering into direct negotiations with the enemy. 

Recognizing difficult situation of Kuban force isolated on the coast of 
Caucasus I released their Ataman from his undertaking not to enter into 
separate negotiations and authorized him to treat direct, and, finding him- 
self compelled to negotiate with Bolsheviks under particularly unfavourable 
conditions, General Boukretweig now begs me to send him means of trans- 
porting to Crimea at least 10,000 men who refuse to yield to Soviets. This I 
am now doing and it affords one more proof that no promises or Armistices 
could secure tranquillity in a Bolshevik Russia seeing that population itself 
could not tolerate the Soviet régime. This fact is proved by insurrection on 
Upper Don in April, 1919, in which 40,000 Cossacks participated, under 
leadership of one officer and Cossack non-commissioned officers only, as well 
as by recent risings at Eisk and Timochovka. 

The sole means of preventing permanent anarchy in Russia would be to 
retain a healthy nucleus round which could be centered all movements 
which declare themselves against Bolshevik tyranny. It is not by a fresh 
march on Moscow that Russia can be saved from danger now threatening 
all Europe, but by a union of all popular forces striving against Communists. 
Consequently the integrity of territory occupied by forces of South Russia, 
as well as that of Cossack territories, constitutes an absolute necessity for the 
attainment of object which Allies have set up for themselves and which 
imposes itself on the whole civilized world—that of ending anarchy and civil 
war in Russia. 

With a view to facilitate negotiation of His Majesty’s Government with 
Soviets I propose to send to London special Delegates fully acquainted with 
present situation here and familiar with my intentions. Finally I consider 
it my duty to call the attention of His Majesty’s Government and of other 
Entente Powers to the danger which would result for them also, from situa- 
tion that would follow on depriving me and my army of all assistance at this 
critical moment and without justification by any action of mine. This would 
mean a triumph for Soviets and a capitulation to Communism and would 
necessarily exercise a permanent influence on feeling towards Allies of 
Russian people who will not come to terms with Soviets. 

I request you to transmit my present reply to His Majesty’s Government.Ends. 

Text follows by bag.’ 


6 Not traced in Foreign Office archives. 7 See No. 688. 
® Received in the Foreign Office on May 27 as enclosure in Constantinople despatch 
No, 669 of May 13. 
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No. 697 
Earl Curzon to Admiral Sir R. Webb (Constantinople) 


No. 432 Telegraphic [197050] 169354/38| 
Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, May 13, 1920, 6 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 559.! 
His Majesty’s Government cannot possibly intervene in any way to secure 
for General Wrangel assistance of General Bredow’s army. 


1 No. 695. 


No. 698 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Grant Watson (Copenhagen) 


No. 316 Telegraphic (197445/142549/38| 
Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, May 14, 1920, 2.15 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 512 (of May r1th).! 

As I understand the situation, M. Krassin is sending the members of his 
Mission ahead, while hesitating to leave for England himself, owing, it is 
alleged, to ignorance of our intentions. In my telegram No. 295 (of the 3rd 
instant),! you were instructed to communicate to him unofficially the de- 
cision taken by the Supreme Council at San Remo? pending its formal com- 
munication by the Italian Minister for Foreign Affairs, President of the 
Council. I assume therefore that by this time he is acquainted with the views 
of the Allied Governments and aware of their willingness to proceed with the 
negotiations for the resumption of trade with Soviet Russia. 

In accordance with this policy we are prepared to receive those members 
of the Russian delegation who are about to arrive in this country and they 
will be placed in touch with the committee of the Supreme Economic 
Council appointed for the purpose of negotiations. 

We have however been led to expect that M. Krassin would attend him- 
self, and his presence seems indispensable to any successful results, the more 
so as there are certain matters which I am willing, and indeed anxious to 
discuss with him. He seems to be distrustful of our good faith. Sundry 
doubts are created in our minds by certain of the proceedings of the Govern- 
ment of which M. Krassin is a member. 

These suspicions, on both sides, must be cleared up before we can hope to 


1 Not printed. 

2 On April 26. See Vol. VIII, Appendix I to No. 20. 

3 Copenhagen telegram No. 512 had reported: ‘Krassin is greatly disturbed by Polish 
offensive which he argues was undertaken only after allied consent had been obtained at 
San Remo. He is therefore more inclined than ever to doubt the sincerity of the Allies’ desire 
to resume economic relations with Russia.’ 
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succeed. It will, for instance, be impossible to convince public or parlia- 
mentary opinion in this country that we are justified in promoting close 
commercial intercourse with a country or a Government which has in several 
instances failed so completely to give proof of its sincerity and is in many 
parts actively engaged at the present moment in hostility to British interests 
or in conspiracy with the enemies of Great Britain. 

In the former category I refer to such questions as the retention in Russia 
of the British subjects mentioned in my telegram No. 287,‘ in defiance of the 
agreement recently reached at Copenhagen or at least in utter disregard of 
its spirit; the apparent refusal of the Soviet Government to provide definite 
information about the repatriation of the British military prisoners in Siberia 
or news about Captain Couche and Captain Frecheville missing in South 
Russia.5 In the second category I include the continued military aggression 
and plots of the Soviet Government in almost every country of the Middle 
East—actions which are just as well known to us as they are to their authors. 

M. Krassin must realise that we shall expect his Government to meet our 
requirements in all these matters and thus to give positive proof of the good 
faith which they are never tired of proclaiming to the world. A friendly 
agreement is incompatible with many of the actions to which I have drawn 
attention, but in a different atmosphere should not be difficult of conclusion. 

You should instruct Mr. Peters to make a communication to M. Krassin 
in this sense and say that I am quite ready to make it to him in person. The 
sooner therefore that he can come to this country and enter into direct com- 
munication with me, the easier it will be for him to prosecute the main object 
of the mission with which he has been charged, and for the delay in proceed- 
ing with which I can accept no responsibility. 

+ Of April 26, not printed. 

5 See No. 708 below, paras. (A) (3) and (4). 

6 Mr. Peters, a Commercial Secretary in the Department of Overseas Trade who was 


assisting with the negotiations with the Soviet Trade Delegation at Copenhagen, wrote to 
M. Krassin accordingly in a letter of May 15 (not printed). 


No. 699 | 
Earl Curzon to Admiral Sir J. de Robeck (Constantinople) 


No. 445 Telegraphic [197723/1089/38] 
Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, May 17, 1920, 5 p.m. 


Your telegrams Nos. 573! and 574? (of May 11th). 

You should make it clear to General Wrangel that he must not expect any 
change in our policy as the result of the Polish offensive. His Majesty’s 
Government are determined to endeavour to bring hostilities in South 
Russia to a close as soon as possible. A telegram has now been received from 
Tchitcherine accepting our proposals for negotiations on basis of a general 
amnesty; and I am replying that I am anxious for them to begin with least 


t No. 696. 2 Not printed. 3 No. 694. 
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possible delay. They should be carried on in South Russia and I see no 
occasion for delegates from General Wrangel to come to London. Any 
negotiations with the Soviet Government that may take place here will be 
purely commercial. What would you suggest as suitable place for negotia- 
tions? 

Please explain to General Wrangel that he is not being left to negotiate 
alone with the Soviet Government. Latter have agreed to participation of 
British military representative and I am sending out a political officer to 
assist him as soon as possible.5 


4 No. 700 below. 
5 Mr. Picton Bagge of the Department of Overseas Trade was appointed for this purpose. 


No. 700 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Leslie (Reval) 


No. 147 Telegraphic [197723/1089/38] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, May 17, 1920, 6 p.m. 

Following for Chicherin :— 

I am glad to learn from your wireless message of May 5th! that Soviet 
Government agree to opening of negotiations on Crimean front on basis of 
general amnesty. His Majesty’s Government are anxious that hostilities 
should cease as soon as possible and I am endeavouring to arrange for im- 
mediate opening of negotiations in South Russia in which General Wrangel 
and British military and political representatives will participate. 


t No. 694. 


No. 701 


Admiral Sir F. de Robeck (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received May 18, 9.45 a.m.) 


No. 599 Telegraphic (198508) 1089/38] 


Very urgent CONSTANTINOPLE, May 17, 1920, 7.40 p.m. 
My telegram No. 572.! 
Monsieur Struve? and (? Party) have arrived. They leave for Paris od 
Brindisi on May 17th in French destroyer. 
Confidential 
(? General) Milne who has just returned from Batoum and the Crimea is 
much impressed at great improvement in situation in .. .3 restored and once 
more a fighting force. 


t Of May 11, not printed. 
2 Minister for Foreign Affairs in General Wrangel’s government. 
3 The text is here uncertain. 
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In view of present situation in Russia time now appears opportune to 
give General Wrangel increased support and encouragement and I strongly 


urge that Your Lordship should take an early opportunity of calling Mon- 
sieur Struve to London to state Wrangel’s case. 


~ No. 702 
Earl Curzon to Admiral Sir F. de Robeck (Constantinople) 
No. 449 Telegraphic [197378/1089/38] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, May 18, 1920, 3.30 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 572 (of May 11th).! 


My telegram No. 445 (of May 17th)? will have shown you that I see no 
occasion for delegates from General Wrangel to come to London, and you 
should not therefore grant them facilities to proceed here. 


' Not printed. 2 No. 699. 


No. 703 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Grant Watson (Copenhagen) 
No. 320 Telegraphic [197720/142549/38] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, May 18, 1920, 8 p.m. 


Your telegrams Nos. 520 (of 13th May) and 531 (of 17th May).? 

I had already anticipated in my telegram No. 316? the main points raised 
by you. 

You may, however, inform M. Krassin that the Prime Minister will be 
glad to see him, and you may give him assurance for which he asks regarding 
the discussion of the general questions as to removing obstacles to trade. 


We have no objection to Litvinoff remaining at Copenhagen if Danish 
Government are agreeable.3 


Very urgent 


t Not printed. 2 No. 6908. 
3 The foregoing telegram is referred to in Vol. VIII, Chap. III, Introd. Note. 


No. 704 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Grant Watson (Copenhagen) 
No. 323 Telegraphic [197885/142549/38] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, May 20, 1920, 7 p.m. 


Your telegrams Nos. 457! and 523.2 There is no objection to British sub- 
jects making commercial agreements with the Russian delegation, but the 
export of goods from the United Kingdom to Russia is still prohibited. 

1 Of April 27, not printed. 2 Of May 14, not printed. 
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No. 705 


Admiral Sir F. de Robeck (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received May 21)! 


No. 613 Telegraphic [199297/1089/38| 
Urgent. Secret and personal CONSTANTINOPLE, May 20, 1920! 


My telegram No. 599.2 

Your telegram No. 445.3 

My reasons for wishing you to see Struve in London are 

(a) I cannot at present arrive at reason for his going to Paris. He showed 
no desire to go to London. 

(5) There are indications of a Russian—-French Banking scheme being 
launched in Paris with support of (? French) Prime Minister. 

(c) Should General Wrangel’s peace negotiations with Soviet prove 
abortive and he decided [sic] to continue struggle, which is probable, I 
gather His Majesty’s Government intends to withdraw British support, in 
which case French may offer the necessary financial aid to Wrangel, thereby 
ousting British influence and reaping benefit of our previous work and 

(d) I cannot speak with certainty—but there is something on foot between 
French and Wrangel. 


t Times of despatch and receipt are not recorded. 2 No. 701. 3 No. 699. 


No. 706 


Mr. Grant Watson (Copenhagen) to Earl Curzon 
(Recetved May 22, 8.30 p.m.) 


No. 551 Telegraphic [199351/193400/38] 
COPENHAGEN, May 22, 1920, 2.30 p.m. 
My telegram No. 450 April 25th.! 
Following from Commercial Secretary. 
Sir M. Abrahamson? informs me that London Joint City and Midland 
Bank (Mr. MacKenna) with whom Mr. Larson} discussed scheme,‘ were 
un-willing to participate in so ambitious an undertaking or to take risks. 


Abrahamson has therefore concluded a fresh agreement with Krassin, 
main points of which are :— 


1. Deposit by Soviet Government of up to £5,000,000 in gold at Copen- 
hagen against which clearing-house will grant credits (? equal to) amount 


t Not printed. 

2 Sir Martin Abrahamson, electrical engineer and business man and member of the 
Industrial Trading Co. Ltd. of Copenhagen. 

3 Mr. Johannes Larsen, a Danish business man, was the representative in London of the 
Industrial Trading Co. Ltd. of Copenhagen. 

+ A scheme for reopening trade relations between Denmark and Russia. 


722 


of deposit. First deposit of £1,000,000 to be handed over to A.S. [? A’s, 
1.e. Abrahamson’s] Representative at Reval whereafter further deposits will 
be made as soon as rendered necessary by deliveries to Russia. 

2. Clearing-house to be in operation by June rst. 

3. International Conferences to meet at Copenhagen to discuss further 
questions after clearing-house has been started. 

It is proposed that capital of clearing-house should be subscribed in equal 
parts by British and Danish groups and (probably) by Russians. Mr. Larson 
leaves for London to-night. 

Please inform Department of Overseas Trade and Mr. Wise.5 


S In his telegram No. 563 of May 28 (not printed) Mr. Grant Watson reported that some 
modifications had been made in the agreement. 


No. 707 
Mr. Leslie (Reval) to Earl Curzon (Received May 23)' 
No. 106 Telegraphic [199418/ 1089/38] 


Urgent REVAL, May 22, 1920! 
Following for Earl Curzon of Kedleston from M. Tchitcherin. 
May a2ist. 


Answering your radio of May 18th,? Russian Government will consider in 
most friendly spirit proposals of amnesty for White Guards remnants that the 
British Representatives will put forward during the impending armistice 
negotiations. 

People’s Commissary for Foreign Affairs No. 1452.3 


1 Times of despatch and receipt are not recorded. 2 No. 700. 
3 For the Russian text see D.V.P.S.S.S.R., vol. 11, No. 355. 


No. 708 
Note by Earl Curzon regarding negotiations with M. Krassin' 
[200859/200859/38] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, May 27, 1920 


As M. Krassin is at last here,2 and we are in a position to deal with a 
member of the Soviet Executive, it seems desirable that we should seize the 
opportunity of coming to some understanding concerning the many points 
on which the Soviet Government and ourselves are at issue in different parts 
of Europe and the East. 


t This note was prepared for circulation to the Cabinet. 
2 M. Krassin arrived in England on May 27, 1920. 
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We know from a great variety of sources that the Russian Government is 
threatened with complete economic disaster, and that it is ready to pay 
almost any price for the assistance which we—more than any one else—are 
in a position to give. We can hardly contemplate coming to its rescue without 
exacting our own price for it, and it seems to me that that price can far better 
be paid in a cessation of Bolshevik hostility in parts of the world of importance 
to us, than in the ostensible interchange of commodities, the existence of 
which on any considerable scale in Russia there is grave reason to doubt. 
Further there are certain respects, e.g. prisoners, in which the Soviet autho- 
rities have either been guilty of a breach of faith or are behaving in a manner 
which renders friendly negotiation with them very difficult. 

(A) I will deal first with the question of British prisoners or ‘détenus’. 
These fall under the following main categories :— 

(1) Civilians actually imprisoned in Moscow, Petrograd, and Vologda, 
of whom there are known to be twenty, and may be more. It is quite possible 
that M. Litvinoff might contend that some of these belong to the class of 
‘persons imprisoned for grave offences’, who, by an unpardonable and un- 
authorised act of weakness, were excluded by Mr. O’Grady from the terms 
of his Agreement.3 But, be that as it may, their immediate repatriation should 
now be required. 

(2) Other British civilians who have not yet left Russia, but desire to do so, 
and of whom a certain number have been refused the necessary facilities. 

(3) British prisoners of war in Siberia, (Colonel Johnston and his party). 
These were covered by the O’Grady Agreement, but, although we were 
informed by M. Litvinoff that steps were being taken to move them to 
Moscow with a view to repatriation, we have not been able to ascertain what 
has happ[e]ned to them. Information has just reached us from an escaped 
Dane that there are 150 of these at Irkutsk. They could be repatriated wa 
Vladivostock, if there are difficulties va Moscow. There are also certain 
British civilians in Siberia who wish to be sent to the United Kingdom. 

(4) Captain Frecheville and Lieutenant Couche, captured by the Soviet 
Government about January 8, 1920, at Rostov. The Soviet Government has 
so far been unable to give any information and states that the story of their 
capture and reported death must be a counter-revolutionary invention. If 
they cannot be produced and no information is available, it is evident that 
the story of their murder, which was a very atrocious one, is true. 

(5) British Naval personnel recently captured at Baku, and said to be 
employed upon menial service by the Soviet authorities there.¢ The immedi- 
ate repatriation of these officers and ratings (who are outside the O’Grady 
Agreement) should be demanded. They can be sent vza Batoum or elsewhere 
in the Caucasus, and there is no need for them to travel via Moscow. It is 
believed that there may also be British civilians captured when Baku was 
taken by the Bolsheviks. 

If the Soviet Government should contend that there are still Russian 
prisoners whom we have failed to repatriate under the O’Grady Agreement, 


3 Cf. No. 665, n. 5. 4 See Nos. 555 and 568. 
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we Can say in reply that we have already returned all the Bolshevik prisoners 
of war who were in England; that we have provided shipping for the Russian 
prisoners in Denmark and Switzerland (who have already been repatriated) ; 
that efforts are being made to assist the Belgian Government in sending back 
the Russians from Belgium; that enquiries are being made in India and 
Egypt about various Russians who are alleged by M. Litvinoff to be awaiting 
repatriation; and that we are perfectly willing to repatriate all Russian 
civilians in the United Kingdom who wish to return to Soviet Russia, but 
that so far M. Litvinoff has given us no lists of their names and has indeed 
claimed, contrary to the usual practice, the right to differentiate between 
Russians and Russians. 

(B) I pass to the cases in which the Bolsheviks are either openly at war 
with peoples or States in whom we are concerned, or are engaged in propa- 
ganda, plots, and alliances directed against British interests or the British 
Empire in the East. 

The first of these cases is Afghanistan. Bolshevik Missions have been for 
many months in Kabul, the principal delegates being Bravin and now 
Suvitz; and we have the terms of the Treaty which has been discussed 
between the two parties,’ accompanied no doubt by a good deal of chicane 
and bluff on both sides; but avowedly directed at the arming and insurrection 
of the frontier tribes along the entire north-west frontier of India, and the 
subversion of British dominion there. From unimpeachable sources we have 
been able to follow the course of these negotiations; and it is significant that 
only in the past few weeks (as the Mussoorie conversations with the Amir 
have showed signs of breaking down) we have certain knowledge that, by 
orders of the Soviet Government, they have been resumed. As recently as 
May 22nd the Viceroy telegraphed suggesting that the projected Soviet— 
Afghan Agreement might be forestalled by an Agreement of our own with 
the Soviet Government. This is exactly on the lines of the negotiations that 
I now suggest. I think that, whether by formal Agreement or otherwise, the 
Soviets should realise that friendly negotiations with us are incompatible 
with a policy of Alliance with Afghanistan openly directed against the 
British position in India. 

The second case is Persia. I need not recapitulate the facts, with which 
the Cabinet is familiar. Whether the Soviet forces at Enzeli are a hostile and 
aggressive force or not, the Soviet Government should realise that we cannot 
acquiesce in a Soviet invasion of Persia, with which we have entered into a 
formal Agreement,‘ and which is excluded from the range of Soviet ambitions 
by the explicit declarations published to the world by Chicherin.’ 

5 This information was contained in a memorandum of March 30, compiled in the India 
Office (copy sent to the Foreign Office on April 10). In this ‘Suvitz’ read ‘Suritz’. For 
the text of the treaty between Soviet Russia and Afghanistan signed in Moscow on Feb. 28, 
1921, see B.F.S.P., vol. 123, pp. 706-9. 

6 The Anglo-Persian Agreement of Aug. 9, 1919, of which the text is printed in B.F.S.P., 
vol. 112, pp. 760-1. For Soviet action at Enzeli, see Vol. XIII, Chap. IIT. 


7 For M. Chicherin’s declaration of Aug. 30, 1919, to the people of Persia, see Degras, 
vol. 1, pp. 161-4. 
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The third case is the Caucasus. We have no objection to the Soviet 
authorities recognising the independence of the Caucasian States. But we 
cannot tolerate the spectacle of Soviet armies marching to the attack of 
places held by British or Allied garrisons (e.g. Batoum); and our Naval 
forces have been deliberately instructed to oppose, as they have opposed, 
any such advance.’ We are, however, quite willing to countermand these 
orders as soon as the Soviet authorities countermand their attack. 

The fourth case is that of Wrangel’s force in the Crimea. Here we have 
more nearly come to an agreement with the Soviet Government than in any 
other quarter. In spite of the fact that we have been strongly pressed to lend 
assistance to that force in its threatened advance outside the Crimea—an 
assistance which would easily convert it into a very powerful weapon of 
offence against the Soviet in Southern Russia—we have adhered to our 
resolve to bring hostilities in that region to a close as soon as possible. 
Chicherin has accepted our proposals for negotiations on the basis of a 
general amnesty, British military and political officers to take part in these 
proceedings ;° and we are now only awaiting information as to time and place. 

In all these quarters there exist the materials for a reasonable arrangement 
with the Soviet authorities. I suggest that such an arrangement be treated 
as an essential condition of the negotiations with M. Krassin and his Col- 
leagues which it is proposed to initiate. 

CuRZON OF KEDLESTON 


8 See No. 542, n. 3. ° See No. 707. 
No. 709 
Letter from Earl Curzon to the Prime Minister? 
[200886] 1425 49/38) 
Confidential FOREIGN OFFICE, May 28, 1920, 4 p.m. 


My dear Prime Minister, 

I have just seen M. Cambon. 

L335 

2. I then invited M. Cambon on the strength of the San Remo Resolution 
about a ‘discussion’ by allied representatives with the Russian Delegates 
concerning the best method of overcoming the obstacles and difficulties &c.3 to 
assist in our proposed preliminary conversations with Krassin resting my case 
on the double ground that this had been contemplated at San Remo and that 
we did not wish in any way to steal a march on our Allies; or to be suspected 
of concluding arrangements in favour of British interests in preference to 
theirs. 


! Mr. Lloyd George was resting at Cobham on doctor’s orders. 
2 A brief paragraph here omitted referred to the proposed Spa Conference. 
3 See Vol. VIII, No. 20, Appendix 1. 
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He replied at once, as I anticipated, that he could not take part in any 
such discussion without the authority of his Government, and further that he 
was by no means sure of a favourable reply. 

The points he took were these :— 

(1) This involves, however you may disguise it, some sort of recognition 
of the Soviet Government. 

(2) Krassin is reported to the French as being an extreme Bolshevist, 
imbued with their worst and most dangerous theories. 

(3) What is the good of supplying locomotives that will only be used to 
transport Soviet troops against the various Allied forces with whom they are 
engaged and what is the use of bargaining for grain &c. that is not there to 
deliver? 

(4) If, instead of commodities, the Russians propose to pay in gold, what 
right have they to use this gold which they have stolen for the purpose: and 
will public opinion in France (where everybody is a holder of Russian 
securities) or elsewhere tolerate its use for this purpose? 

(5) What is the good of parleying with an enemy who is in league with 
Mustapha Kemel [stc]* against the French, and with our enemies against the 
British everywhere? 

I did not find much difficulty in combating these arguments. They were, 
I said, precisely the obstacles to an understanding which it was the object 
of the proposed conversations to remove. Were we never to converse with 
the Soviet authorities? Why, I had been doing it for months by wireless 
with Chicherin published to the world. If the French wanted to stop Soviet 
intrigue with Mustapha Kemal, if they wanted assurances as to the proper 
use of locomotives supplied to Russia, if they wanted to make sure that 
improper use was not made of the gold, if, like us, they wanted to get out 
their remaining prisoners—surely this was the opportunity to say so. 

My information about Krassin did not, I said, quite tally with M. Cam- 
bon’s. We had reason to believe that he was coming here in a spirit of com- 
promise, prepared in all possibility to make large concessions in order to 
secure his object which was the saving of Russia and the Soviet Government 
from complete economic ruin. Surely in the interests of all the Allies it is 
desirable to find out how far he was prepared to go. Anyhow I said we felt 
that we should be in a much stronger position if we knew that we were not 
acting alone, and could not be suspected of selfish motives. 

M. Cambon admitted that there was a great deal to be said for this point 
of view which he undertook to telegraph at once to his Government. 

There was a French Cabinet meeting to-morrow. He anticipated that it 
would be the subject of considerable discussion there. He would press for 
their immediate reply but did not anticipate that he would receive it before 
Sunday at the earliest.5 

4 The Turkish Nationalist leader. 

5 The official reply from the French Government declining the invitation to participate 
in the proposed preliminary conversations with the Soviet Russian trade delegation was 


received in the Foreign Office on Sunday, May 30, and seen by Lord Curzon on the morning 
of Monday, May 31. In the afternoon in a further interview with the French Ambassador 
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I said that we attached so much value to French co-operation that I had 
asked him before mentioning the matter to the Italians who however I felt 
inclined to think would not be likely to raise difficulties. 

He then went away. 

Yours, &c., 
CURZON 


Lord Curzon expressed his regret that M. Cambon had not been able to be present at the 
first meeting between M. Krassin and members of the British Government. An account of 
this interview (not printed) was sent by Lord Curzon to Sir G. Grahame (Paris) in Foreign 
Office despatch No. 1799 of May 31; see Vol. XIII, No. 448. 


No. 710 
Earl Curzon to Admiral Sir F. de Robeck (Constantinople) 
No. 488 Telegraphic (199822/1089/38] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, June 1, 1920, 6 p.m. 


I am a good deal disquieted by rumours of General Wrangel’s intention to 
take offensive. 

You should take an early opportunity of conveying to him a warning that 
if he attacks, our plans for negotiations with the Soviet Government will 
inevitably fall through and His Majesty’s Government will be unable to 
concern themselves any further with fate of his army. 


No. 711 
Earl Curzon to Admiral Sir 7. de Robeck (Constantinople) 


No. 489 Telegraphic [199193/1089/38) 
FOREIGN OFFICE, June 1, 1920, 6 p.m. 


M. Sabline complains that Russian ships with military stores are not 
allowed to proceed from Constantinople to the Crimea.! 
You should continue to detain these supplies for the present. 


1 M. Sabline, Russian Chargé d’Affaires in London since September 1919, was charged 
with the liquidation of matters connected with the late Imperial Russian Government. 


No. 712 
Sir G. Grahame! (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received June 2, 10 p.m.) 
No. 651 Telegraphic (201351/142549/38] 


PARIS, Juné 2, 1920, 5 p.m. 
My telegram No. 649 June Ist.? 
Feeling in Lobbies of the Chamber is running high about negotiations 


1 Minister in H.M. Embassy at Paris. 2 Not printed. 
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with M. Krassin; anti-British articles continue to appear in the press. Anti- 
Bolshevik Russians in Paris fan the flames by declaring that it was proved 
during recent negotiations at Copenhagen that Russia had nothing to export 
but gold robbed by Bolsheviks from Russia’s creditors; Frenchmen are most 
sensitive to this argument as they declare that they alone hold 70 milliards of 
francs of former Russian loans. Great capital is made out of allegation that 
conversations with M. Krassin began before receipt of note stating that 
French Government could not allow Monsieur Cambon to take part,3 and 
conclusion is drawn that England is now purposely . . .4ing her own ends 
by separate negotiations in a matter which vitally affects all the Allies and 
against clearly expressed wish of France. Invidious references are made to 
indignation of His Majesty’s Government when France took separate action 
and occupied Frankfurt ‘in common interest’. Contention that negotiations 
are purely economic with Russian co-operatives and not political with 
Moscow Government is dismissed as insincere; principal object of M. 
Krassin is stated to be breaking of Polish offensive and that of His Majesty’s 
Government to be elimination of Bolshevik peril in Persia. 


3 See No. 709, n. 5: the first conversation with M. Krassin began at 2.45 p.m. on May 31 
(see Vol. VIII, No. 24). 
4 The text is here uncertain. 5 See Vol. IX, Chap. IV. 


No. 713 


Admiral Sir F. de Robeck (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received Fune 4, 2.45 p.m.) 


No. 650 Telegraphic [201776/1089/38] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, June 3, 1920, 5.30 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 488! has been sent to Admiral Hope? and General 
Percy for them to communicate to General Wrangel. In the meantime 
General Wrangel reports that he expects Reds to attack all along the line 
within the next few days and asks for support of naval gun fire on flanks in 
such an event. 

Orders to His Majesty’s Ships at present broadly are as follows. They are 
to do everything possible short of landing to protect Crimea from being 
invaded. They are not to assist in aggressive operations as opposed to de- 
fensive operations. Wrangel has already represented to you that owing to 
great congestion in Crimea and shortage of supplies he considers first essential 
to an armistice should be withdrawal of Soviet troops north of line Melitopol-— 
Kharkovkha—River Dnieper, region between this and his present line being 
considered as neutral territory from which he can draw supplies to feed 
Crimea. 

I would urge that His Majesty’s Government should make it clear to 


t No. 710. 
2 The Rear-Admiral Commanding, 3rd Light Cruiser Squadron, Mediterranean. 
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Soviet Government that if they assume offensive this will entitle us to com- 
plete liberty of action as we have admitted right of Whites to Crimea as a last 


asylum. 
On the other hand if Wrangel assumes offensive he will do so on his own 
responsibility and can look for no further support, moral or material from us. 


No. 714 
Sir G. Grahame (Parts) to Earl Curzon (Received June 4, 9 a.m.) 
No. 660 Telegraphic (201640/142549/38] 


PARIS, June 3, 1920, 8.30 p.m. 
My telegram No. 651 June 2nd.! 


Announcement yesterday in London? regarded here as semi-official that 
Russian gold will not be accepted in payment of Allied merchandise has 
somewhat calmed public opinion. Press remarks that this decision is useful 
result of agitation on the subject, but that, if adhered to, commercial ex- 
changes will not be on large scale as Russia has little else to offer. 


t No. 712. 2 See The Times, June 3, p. 17. 


No. 715 


Earl Curzon to the Earl of Derby! (Paris) 
No. 640 Telegraphic [201351/142549/38) 
FOREIGN OFFICE, June 3, 1920, 9 p.m. 

Sir G. Grahame’s telegram No. 651 of June 2nd.? 

Statement that conversations of British Ministers with Monsieur Krassin 
began before receipt of French refusal to take part is quite untrue and ought 
to be denied. Monsieur Cambon’s note was received on Sunday? and was 
duly considered by His Majesty’s Government, who received French decision 
with great regret, but could not in consequence throw over an arrangement 


which had already been made, and had indeed been fixed so as to admit of 
French participation if they so desired. 


1 H.M. Ambassador at Paris. 2 No. 712. 3 May go. See No. 709, n. 5. 


No. 716 


Admiral Sir F. de Robeck (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received Fune 6, 11 a.m.) 


No.'657 Telegraphic [201933/1089/38] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, June 5, 1920, 11.6 a.m. 


Admiral Hope has communicated in writing contents of your telegram 
No. 488! to General Wrangel who stated in reply that conditions in Crimea 


t No. 710. 
730 


have changed considerably since he took command. Army very much 
improved but food situation becoming critical. He has already informed 
British Government that he cannot negotiate with Soviets and that he has 
not sufficient food for army and population. As only alternative to evacua- 
tion or capitulation is increase of food supplies he is forced to make offensive 
to obtain more food-producing territory and has given orders to that effect. 
He wishes His Majesty’s Government to understand that this is being done 
not with any aggressive intention but solely to obtain food. Wrangel will 
hand written reply to Admiral Hope to-day June 5th who will bring it to 
Constantinople. Kriveshein? informed Admiral Hope that while he was in 
Paris French Government advised that Wrangel should not enter into nego- 
tiations with Soviets and that French would try to persuade London not to 
press matter. His Majesty’s Ship . . .3 perceived sea and land expedition on 
considerable scale preparing at Theodesia [? Theodosia] for unknown ob- 
jective. His Majesty’s Ships have orders not to assist if offensive operations 
are commenced by Wrangel. Wrangel has now a large army well equipped 
and disciplined and is an important factor in general situation. 

Foreign Office please inform Admiralty. 

2 M. Krivoshein, former Russian Minister for Agriculture and Crown Domains, had 


recently been acting as General Wrangel’s delegate in Paris. 
3 The text is here uncertain. 


No. 717 
Admiral Sir 7. de Robeck (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received June 7, 9 a.m.) 
No. 662 Telegraphic [202003/1089/38} 
Very urgent CONSTANTINOPLE, June 6, 1920, 11.40 p.m. 


My telegram No. 657 (? June 5th.)! 

Summary of Wrangel’s written reply brought by Admiral Hope is as 
follows. Full text follows by bag.? 

Wrangel cannot negotiate directly himself with Soviet. His Majesty’s 
Government having expressed readiness to negotiate for him should make 
choice of place for negotiations. Food crisis in Crimea acute. Offensive 
essential to relief of this and for other military reasons. Wrangel states he 
attaches utmost importance to guarantee for observing any agreement 
arrived at in negotiations. He instances Bolshevik behaviour in Kuban and 
Georgia. In effect he asks what guarantee His Majesty’s Government could 
exact and enforce from Soviet. Finally he hopes that until question of 
guarantees is explicitly settled His Majesty’s Government will continue to 
give him support that is precious to him. End of summary. 


t No. 716. 
2 Sent under cover of Admiral de Robeck’s despatch No. 804 of June 7 (not printed) 
received in the Foreign Office on June 22. 
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No. 718 


Admural Sir F. de Robeck (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received June 7, 10 a.m.) 


No. 663 Telegraphic [202088/1089/38) 
Very urgent CONSTANTINOPLE, June 7, 1920, I a.m. 


My telegram No. 662.! 

Admiral Hope reports that expedition to land about 10,000 men some- 
where west of Berdian[s]k is starting and this is to forestall a general Red 
offensive on Crimean front which was planned to take place very soon. 

Should Wrangel’s offensive succeed as seems most probable Soviet should 
be more ready to negotiate on favourable terms. His Majesty’s Government 
has all facts but to me hostile intentions of Soviet to Great Britain, as exem- 
plif(ied?) in Persia, throughout Trans-Caucasia and seeking to permeate 
Turkey, are alone apparent and therefore I can but regret that our policy 
should now be to withhold support from disciplined, organised and efficient 
force that is opposing Soviet in South Russia. 

I realize that support of Wrangel prejudices our position as intermediaries 
but any negotiations that we undertake should, I consider, be conducted 
with a view to general settlement not only as regards Crimea but in all 
regions where Bolsheviks are openly or covertly conduct(ing?) an offensive 
by force or propaganda against us or against those whom we are anxious to 
protect. Please see my telegram No. 321 of April and.? 

Whilst permitting myself this expression of personal views policy of His 
Majesty’s Government will of course be carried out fully to my best ability. 


1 No. 717. 2 No. 675. 
No. 719 
Lord Kilmarnock! (Berlin) to Earl Curzon (Received June 11, 11.30 a.m.) 


No. 333 Telegraphic [203075/203075/38] 
BERLIN, june 10, 1920, 6.30 p.m. 


Prominent English business man tells he met Herr Dernburg? lately. 

Latter spoke of Krassin’s visit to London and expounded idea that Ger- 
many might with advantage act as ‘honest broker’ in proposed business 
relations between Great Britain and Russia, argument being that Germany 
is better organised to deal with and understand Russia. 

I gather Dernburg is anxious to talk this matter over with some British 
representative and I request instructions as to whether I should see him.3 

I believe he also wishes to go to England but my informant discouraged 
idea. 

1 H.M. Chargé d’Affaires at Berlin. 

2 Former German Minister of Finance and opponent of the Treaty of Versailles. 

3 In his telegram No. 201 of June 19 Lord Curzon replied: ‘You had better not see Herr 
Dernburg.’ 
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No. 720 
Earl Curzon to Field-Marshal Viscount Allenby! (Catro) 
No. 531 Telegraphic [201929/146362/38| 


FOREIGN OFFICE, June 11, 1920, 6 p.m. 


The question of the exchange of prisoners is an immediate and important 
factor in the negotiations with Krassin. Please request Military authorities 
to exercise all possible despatch in returning the six Bolsheviks.? 


1 H.M. High Commissioner for Egypt and the Sudan. 

2 These persons, Mr. and Mrs. Babushkin, and Messrs. Affanassieff, Tcheliapin, Babookh, 
and Lazarov had sailed from Madras on May 16 and arrived on June 1 in Egypt, where 
they were placed in the war segregation camp at Suez until the military authorities in Egypt 
could arrange an onward passage for them. 


No. 721 
Earl Curzon to Admiral Sir F. de Robeck (Constantinople) 


No. 536 Telegraphic [203677/1089/38] 
Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, June 11, 1920, 9 p.m. 


In view of action taken by Wrangel in opposition to our advice, it was 
decided this afternoon that no alternative remained to His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment but to withdraw British Military Mission from Crimea without delay 
and to adopt similar policy with regard to action of our ships in Crimean 
waters. Orders are being issued by War Office and Admiralty! to this effect. 


1 A consequent telegram sent on June 11 by the Admiralty to the Commander-in-Chief, 
Mediterranean, copy of which was forwarded to the Foreign Office on June 12, read as 
follows: ‘Cabinet consider that Wrangel’s taking offensive releases us from our responsibilities 
towards him. British Naval forces are therefore to be strictly neutral and are to afford no, 
repeat no, support to Wrangel in offence or defence.’ A further telegram of June 17 from the 
War Office to G.H.Q. Constantinople, in answer to enquiries from General Wrangel trans- 
mitted by General Percy, read as follows: ‘Your I 8795 of June 15th. Following are the replies 
to the questions raised by Wrangel. 

‘(1) As he took the offensive against the advice of His Majesty’s Government the latter 
cannot take any further steps for arranging terms between him and the Soviet Govern- 
ment. 

‘(2) and (3) As regards the territory he has acquired if it is to remain in his possession it 
can only do so as the result of his own direct negotiations with the Soviet Government. 

*(4) and (5) His Majesty’s Government can give him no further material assistance and 
he must arrange to make his own terms with his enemies.’ 

The terms of this telegram were approved by the Foreign Office. 
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No. 722 
Note on Soviet Russia’s exportable surpluses of grain, timber and oil' 


[203160/142549/38] 
The only figures given so far by M. Krassin are:— 
Grain xe a3 ae -». 15,000,000 tons awaiting export in 
the Kuban, Ufa and Western 
Siberia. 
Timber... aa Sos .». 1,000,000 standards (available in 


the course of the present year). 
Kerosene and other oil products... 2,000,000 tons (available as above) 
from Baku. 


I. GRAIN 


M. Krassin states that Soviet Russia has 15,000,000 tons of grain awaiting 
export. 

In the first place it should be noted that even before the war Russian grain 
statistics were notoriously inaccurate. The only exact data related to stocks 
held in elevators and at ports, and regarding these M. Krassin gives no 
information. During the war estimates of grain stocks rapidly resolved them- 
selves into more or less vague guesses, and it may be stated with confidence 
that under present disorganised conditions in Russia neither the Moscow 
authorities nor indeed anyone in Russia or outside of it can give figures of 
grain stocks with any pretence to accuracy. It is manifestly impossible to do 
more than guess at the amount of grain concealed by the peasant producers, 
and this hidden grain, even if it can be extracted from their hands, will un- 
doubtedly in many cases have so deteriorated as to have become unmarket- 
able. 

Before the war, in the five years 1909-13, Russia exported on the average 
only 7,400,000 tons yearly with an organised system of collection, transport 
and finance. Stocks might no doubt be expected to have accumulated with 
the absence of export during the last five years, but against this must be set 
the deterioration which is bound to have taken place and the known decline 
in production. 

The question of transport is also vital in estimating possible exports. 
Brigadier-General Mance? reported in February 1920 that for the transport 
of a million tons of grain for an average distance of 200 miles, spread evenly 
over six months and conveyed in train loads of 400 tons, without any delay 
and with efficient railway working, some 5,000 waggons and nearly 200 
locomotives would be required. This statement of the difficulties to be over- 
come leaves out of consideration the absence or extreme scarcity of horses 


1 This note, prepared in the Department of Overseas Trade, was received in the Foreign 
Office on June 11. The figures commented on were given by M. Krassin at the conference 
of British ministers with members of the Russian Trade Delegation held in London on 
May 31, 1920 (see Vol. VIII, No. 24, p. 283). 

2 President of the Communications Section (British) of the Supreme Economic Council. 
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in a country where light railways and other mechanical substitutes for horse- 
power are practically non-existent. 

It must also be remembered that General Mance had in view export from 
South Russia and the Kuban, i.e. from areas comparatively near ports, 
whereas M. Krassin includes exports from the Urals and West Siberia in- 
volving railway transport over immensely greater distances than the average 
figure of 200 miles taken by General Mance. 

Some guide as to what may be anticipated may perhaps be found in the 
results of export activity in General Denikin’s area. The estimates of the 
exportable surplus in that area varied enormously, ranging from 300,000 
tons to 6,000,000 (the former figure for the whole area, the latter for the 
Kuban, Don, and Terek area only). The British Economic Mission estimated 
in October 1919, that if General Denikin were to occupy Central Russia 
14 million tons of grain could be spared for export. Actual exports, however, 
were quite insignificant, consisting of some 7~8,000 tons sent to Batoum, and 
of half a steamer cargo of maize which it took several months to load. 

Certainly in 1919 transport and administration generally were extremely 
defective, and it is possible that some improvement may have taken place 
under this head. 

The factors summarised above would all seem to indicate that for practical 
purposes the figure of 15,000,000 tons must be put aside. It is impossible to 
estimate the amount of grain which there may be, either in good or bad 
condition, scattered throughout Russia, but it seems fairly clear in view of 
the difficulties of transport &c. that exports during the present navigation 
season are not likely to exceed a few hundred thousand tons at best.3 


II. TmseR 


M. Krassin states that 1,000,000 standards of timber could be exported in 
the course of the present navigation season. 

At present only Petrograd and the White Sea ports need be taken into 
consideration, as Riga, Libau, Windau and other Baltic ports are not likely 
to be available for timber from Soviet Russia in view of the political diffi- 
culties, difficulties of transport, &c. 

In pre-war days the annual export of timber from Petrograd averaged 
1,100,000 tons or about 400,000—500,000 standards (figures for 1909-13). 


3 In a note (not printed, copy received in the Foreign Office on June 7) of an interview 
with M. Krassin that took place on the evening of June 2, Sir Basil Thomson, Director of 
the Special Branch, Metropolitan Police, recorded as follows: ‘When I threw doubt upon 
the existence of corn fit for export he readily admitted that no corn was to be expected from 
South Russia; their hopes of corn lay in Siberia, where he felt sure there must be five years’ 
accummulation [sic]. I said, “But you know what corn is when it has been stored for a long 
period in unsuitable granaries?’’ He said, ‘‘Yes, much of it may have been spoiled, but 
there must remain a considerable percentage for export”. I said, “Yes, but if you could 
move it you would feed your own towns first?’”’ He said, “‘Yes, but even then there must 
be a margin’’.’ He appeared not to be exactly informed—or, indeed, better informed than 
we ourselves—upon what amount of corn was stored in Siberia. He was rather pessimistic 
about the prospect of the crops for the coming year, owing to the lack of horses and agri- 
cultural implements.’ 
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No information is available regarding the present position at that port. As 
regards the White Sea, the pre-war export from the single port of Archangel 
averaged 800,000 tons or about 300,000 standards. Certain stocks of timber 
are known to exist at White Sea ports. Thus Mr. Batch of the Timber 
Supplies Department states that in October 1919 about 40,000 standards of 
British Government timber (most of it paid for) was lying at various White 
Sea Ports, and the quantity of privately-owned timber lying at these ports 
was estimated at 80,000 standards, making 120,000 standards in all. It is 
impossible to estimate how much timber has been floated to White Sea ports 
during the present year. 

In considering M. Krassin’s figure of 1,000,000 standards it should further 
be noted that M. Kopp, the emissary of the Soviet Government in Berlin, 
stated as recently as the beginning of 1920 that Soviet Russia had 100,000 
standards available for export. 

In general it would appear that while 1,000,000 standards may not be 
available, export of timber on a considerable scale should be possible. 


II. On 


(Note furnished by the Petroleum Department.) 


The latest reports put the actual stock of crude oil and products at Baku 
at nearly 5,000,000 tons, of which 2,250,000 tons was crude oil and 2,175,000 
tons was fuel oil. 

The production was recently estimated at 300,000 tons crude oil per 
month, and this quantity could undoubtedly be increased if an outlet were 
provided for the oil and if the storage room were freed. 

It is quite probable that 2,000,000 tons could be spared for the Black Sea 
and that ample supplies would still be left available for Russia—possibly 
more than would actually be handled over the next one or two Volga seasons. 

There is, however, no prospect of transporting 2,000,000 tons to the Black 
Sea within a reasonable period with the present facilities. The daily pipe- 
line capacity is stated to be not now more than 1,000 tons of kerosene, and 
it is doubtful whether, even in the most favourable circumstances more than 
750,000 tons per annum could be dealt with by pipe-line and rail, or handled 
at Batoum. Even this probably implies considerable overhaul of the rail 
facilities. 

The exports from South Russia before the war were, in tons:— 





1912 











Batoum 545,170 610,000 
Novorossisk 155,000 164,000 
Total 700,170 774,000 






¢ An optimistic note on ‘Stocks of Petroleum in Baku’ produced in the Northern depart- 
ment of the Foreign Office in May had stated that ‘the pipe line can transport large quanti- 


736 


Nearly half the total South Russian export was kerosene via the Baku- 
Batoum pipe-line, and the total stock of kerosene at Baku is now quoted as 
355,000 tons. The pipe-line must be retained for kerosene only to get the 
best results. 

Any such quantity as 2,000,000 tons could, therefore, not be moved for 
some years. Probably 500,000 tons would be the outside amount which 
should be talked of, or 600,000 tons if Grozny is included. The latest figure 
for stocks at Grozny was about 635,000 tons, more than half of which was 
crude oil. 

There is no pipe-line from Grozny to Novorossisk, so that export is depen- 
dent on the reconditioning of the railway. 

The Petroleum Department would also call attention to the fact that the 
Baku oil has been hitherto handled by a local committee of producers, [?but] 
the British companies have a considerable interest. It is, therefore, specially 
important to know whether M. Krassin has really any power to negotiate 
about it—some of the British companies believe that he has not. Reports of 
fighting between Russian Bolsheviks and Baku Bolsheviks do not suggest that 
Moscow Soviet rule runs certainly in the Caucasus, and it seems most un- 
likely that the Azerbaijan people will wish to put their oil into the hands of 
M. Krassin. 


ties, the question of locomotives and tanks on the Baku—Batoum railway is nothing compared 
with the reorganization of transport in Russia’. 


No. 723 
M. Chicherin to Earl Curzon (Received June 13, 10.38 p.m.) 
No. 92 Telegraphic [203538/91/38] 


Very urgent MOSCOW, June 13, 1920! 


The first interviews of Members of British Government with Krassin, head 
of Commercial Delegation, and other representatives of Russian Centrosoyuz 
have shown intimate connection trade question with political issues. At the 
impending meeting of the Allied Prime Ministers? these will no doubt be 
discussed in view among other things of the new situation arisen in Asia. 
As you already know, our Diplomatic Representative empowered for treating 
these questions is Litvinoff now in Copenhagen. His participation in the 
negotiations connected with the Prime Ministers’ meeting would greatly 
facilitate reaching an agreement satisfactory for all sides, whilst all guarantees 
desired by your Government can be given. The full powers given to him are 
herewith confirmed.3 

1 The time of despatch is not recorded. 


2 i.e. the Second Conference of Hythe, for which see Vol. VIII, Chap. IV. 
3 For the Russian text see D.V.P.S.S.S.R., vol. ii, No. 385. 
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No. 724 


Sir G. Grahame (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received June 16, 9 a.m.) 
No. 711 Telegraphic [203988/1089/38) 


PARIS, June 15, 1920, 7 p.m. 

Your Lordship’s No. 609 of May 28th.! 

Monsieur Paléologue to whom I mentioned the matter casually tells me 
there have been no negotiations properly speaking between French Govern- 
ment and Monsieur Struve. Both he and Monsieur Krivoscheine, an ex- 
Czarist Minister? who was acting as General Wrangel’s delegate before 
Monsieur Struve, solicited aid from French Government, who held out hopes 
of sending them ammunition, and aiding them otherwise indirectly. Mon- 
sieur Paléologue admits that French Government are more inclined to 
support General Wrangel than His Majesty’s Government.? General Wrangel 
apparently hopes to advance to Melitopol. Nothing is known at Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs of any negotiations between General Wrangel and Poles and 
Ukrainians. Monsieur Savinkof* is at Warsaw and is believed to be negotiat- 
ing with Poles with a view to further measures against Bolshevists, but there 
is nothing to show that he is working in connection with General Wrangel. 


1 Not printed. This had asked if anything was known of the result of negotiations be- 
tween the French Government and M. Struve (see No. 705) and also whether anything was 
known in Paris of a reported agreement ‘between General Wrangel and Poles and Ukraini- 
ans’. 2 See No. 716, n. 2. 

3 For the later decision of the French Government to recognize Gen. Wrangel’s govern- 
ment see Vol. XI, No. 417. 

4 See Vol. XI, No. 545. 


No. 725 
Earl Curzon to Colonel Tallents' (Reval) 


No. 172 Telegraphic [200994/193400/38] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, June 17, 1920, 6 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 117.? 

His Majesty’s Government have not had to express definite approval of 
the Krassin—Abrahamson arrangements, but they see no objection in present 
circumstances from the point of view of British interests. 

At present owing to difficulties in export of Russian gold in connection 
with claims against Russia, financing of trade between Russia and United 
Kingdom in London would raise troublesome problems, but it is possible that 
later on trade may develop direct with the United Kingdom rather than via 
Copenhagen. 


1 Col. S. G. Tallents, British Commissioner for the Baltic Provinces. 

2 Of May 31, not printed. Col. Tallents had inquired how far the Krassin—Abrahamson 
agreement of April 23 (see No. 706) had the approval of H.M.G. and how far it affected 
British interests. 
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No. 726 
Earl Curzon to Mr, Grant Watson (Copenhagen) 


No. 356 Telegraphic [205017/142549/38| 


FOREIGN OFFICE, June 19, 1920, 8 p.m. 

For your information. 

Treasury letter dated 8th ce sent to Danish Clearing House Group 
states :—“‘in the event of gold to the value of £150,000 being handed over to 
the representative of the Danish Clearing House in Reval and brought by 
him direct to Copenhagen within ten days from the date of this letter, His 
Majesty’s Government will not instigate measures having for their object the 
seizure of this gold during its transit by sea from Reval to Copenhagen. 

His Majesty’s Government will not however be prepared to grant a license 
[stc] for the re-export of such gold from the United Kingdom should it be 
imported into the United Kingdom nor can they give any undertaking as to 
the course which they would pursue should the gold come to the United 
Kingdom’. 

In this connection see telegram No. 172 to Mr. Tallents,' repeated to you. 


t No. 725. 


No. 727 
Sir A. Geddes' (Washington) to Earl Curzon (Received June 21, 7 p.m.) 


No. 465 Telegraphic (205041/142549/38| 
WASHINGTON, June 20, 1920, 1.50 p.m. 


I spoke to Secretary of State and Assistant Secretary of State who raised 
again general question of British policy with regard to Russia. Secretary 
of State reiterated his belief that Government of Lenin was nearing its fall 
and said that United States Government viewed in light of its present in- 
formation with some concern present discussions proceeding in London 
between Prime Minister and Mr. Krassin with a view to opening up trade 
with Russia. He said policy of United States Government not to permit 
trade with Russia was not an immutable policy: that if they were convinced 
that principles underlying British policy were sound they would follow the 
same lines but he was very fearful that opening of trade (? this year) by 
United States would mean supplying Russia with locomotives, rolling-stock 
and railway equipment, and though not technically so, (? in) effect weapons 
of war. He felt that provision of such things to Bolshevik Government might 


1 H.M. Ambassador at Washington. 
2 The U.S. Secretary of State had referred to this question on June 6, as reported by Sir 
A. Geddes in Washington telegram No. 430 of that day, not printed. 
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add seriously to difficulties of British Government in dealing with spread of 
Bolshevik activities southward and eastward. He expressed hope that His 
Majesty’s Government would keep him fully informed as to progress of 
negotiations and said that United States Ambassador in London was he felt 
not fully in touch with what was going on.3 He urged greatest frankness 
should be adopted and that discussions between His Majesty’s Government 
and United States Government should be as full and as free as possible on 
this matter. 

I reiterated what I had said in previous conversation as to lines of British 
policy and said that in the view of His Majesty’s Government, as I under- 
stood it, greatest and most important reason for resuming trade with Russia 
was to make available to help to meet needs of Europe grain which existed 
or could be produced in Russia. 

I reminded Secretary of State that position of American food production 
was such that no Government would be justified in leaving closed from access 
any store of grain which might exist anywhere in the world if it were possible 
to open a way of access to that grain without infringement of any vital moral 
principle. 

In (? conclusion) Secretary of State told me that he believed opinion of 
practically all Americans was opposed to any traffic with Soviet Government 
and cited decision of American Federation of Labour at its (? May) meeting 
in favour of this contention. 


3 See F.R.U.S. 1920, vol. iii, p. 714. 


No. 728 
Sir A. Geddes (Washington) to Earl Curzon (Received June 21, 6.0 p.m.) 
Unnumbered Telegraphic (206413/142549/38| 


Private WASHINGTON, June, 19201 


My telegram No. 430.2 

There is no doubt that United States Government is seriously disturbed 
by reports from London and believes that full recognition of Soviet Govern- 
ment is contemplated. 

I quite realize that you may prefer not to communicate your Russian 
policy to United States Government and even that this Embassy should not 
know of it. I should be glad if you would let me know if either or both these 
surmises are correct or if not please let me have fullest information. Colby3 
raises question of Russian policy at least once a week and German Embassy 
is deeply interested. 


t The date and time of despatch are not recorded on the filed copy, but see No. 730. 
2 Of June 6, not printed. 
3 Mr. Bainbridge Colby, U.S. Secretary of State. 
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No. 729 


Mr. Knatchbull-Hugessen' (The Hague) to Earl Curzon 
(Received June 24) 


No. 534 [205620/183519/38] 
| THE HAGUE, June 21, 1920 
My Lord :— 

I have the honour to state that in a letter received on June roth the French 
Minister has communicated to me the following information given to him by 
the French Ministry for Foreign Affairs in regard to the issue of false French 
and British bank notes in Russia. I understand that the information was 
received by Monsieur Benoist in a communication dated from Paris on 
May 2e2nd. 

An Austrian named Excellenz Hiedel is said to be at present in Germany 
in connection with the purchase of agricultural machinery up to an amount 
of One hundred thousand kroner for the account of the Soviet Government. 
He intends to pay for this machinery with false British bank notes which he 
guarantees cannot be distinguished from genuine ones. 

According to another source large sums of false British Five pound and 
Ten pound notes and French Five hundred and One thousand franc notes 
are to be circulated immediately in the British zone of occupation for the 
account of the Bolsheviks. The serial numbers of these are not yet known. 

The person from whom the first-mentioned information comes states that 
the paper for false British bank notes is not yet obtainable in Russia, although 
the printing machines have now been perfected. He thinks that the paper is 
being made at present in Germany. 

One of the methods for introducing these notes into France is as follows: 
The agent charged with the business books a passage in Holland on a cargo 
boat bound for Java or the Dutch Colonies and which he knows will call at 
a Spanish port. On arrival at the Spanish port he disembarks and allows the 
vessel to sail with his luggage but without himself. From Spain he proceeds 
to France over the ill-guarded roads of the Pyrenees. 

It is said that Fourteen million (Imperial) roubles were introduced into 
France by this means at the beginning of April. 

The German authorities state that they are working in conjunction with 
the Dutch over this matter and that they have arrested six agents of this type 
in Holland during the past week. 

I have, &c., 
H. M. KNaATCHBULL-HUGESSEN 


™ H.M. Chargé d’Affaires at The Hague. 
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No. 730 
Earl Curzon to Sir A. Geddes (Washington) 
Unnumbered Telegraphic [206413/142549/38 | 


Private FOREIGN OFFICE, June 24, 1920, 6 p.m. 


Your private telegram of June 21.! 

There is nothing to conceal. We were anxious to obtain, and explicitly 
sought, American participation in the discussions now taking place in 
London. Attitude of State Department is difficult to understand in the light 
of letter addressed to me by United States Ambassador on April 6,? stating 
that his Government consider it inadvisable further to delay lifting of trade 
restrictions with Soviet Russia and suggest April 10 as date on which that 
step should be taken. 

Present discussions, aim of which is to find ways and means of achieving 
that object, are the direct outcome of decisions of Supreme Council an- 
nounced first in Paris in January? and again, more recently, at San Remo.¢ 
The former of these decisions and the reasons on which it was founded were 
communicated in some detail to President Wilson by the President of the 
Supreme Council—on that occasion M. Clemenceau.’ The San Remo 
decision, which merely gave practical shape to the Paris one, was presumably 
reported by Ambassador Underwood Johnson, who was present at the 
meeting at which it was reached. Since the arrival in London of Krassin’s 
Delegation the American Embassy has been kept fully informed unofficially 
of what has passed.6 The above seems to dispose completely of any feeling 
on the part of the United States Government that they have been kept in 
the dark. 

The policy of re-opening trade with Russia is dictated solely by the desire 
to make available the stocks, said to exist in Russia, of grain and raw materials 
of which Europe is in serious need, but which cannot be moved for lack of 
transport. Incidentally it seems to be generally agreed among students of 
the Russian situation that resumption of trade, especially if accompanied by 
cessation of warfare, will lead more quickly than anything else to downfall 
of communist régime. So long as the Russian peasant’s first thought is where 
to obtain his next meal he is compelled to obey the only people who can pro- 
vide it. When this constant and crushing source of anxiety is removed, he will 
turn his attention to the improvement of his lot in other directions. 

There is no question whatever of making peace with the Soviet Govern- 
ment, or of according them de jure recognition. We are not even prepared to 
continue present discussions unless we can obtain satisfactory assurances on 
a number of points, of which the principal are the immediate release of all 


' No. 728. 2 Not printed. Cf. F.R.U.S. 1920, vol. iii, p. 708. 
3 See Vol. II, No. 76, Appendix A; cf. The Times, Jan. 17, 1920, p. 10. 

4 See Vol. VIII, No. 16, minute 7, and No. 20, minute 1 and Appendix 1. 
5 Cf. Vol. II, No. 78, minute 2 and Appendix A. 

© Cf. F.R.U.S. 1920, vol. i, pp. 711-12. 
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British prisoners in Russian hands, and the cessation of the Soviet schemes 
for stirring up trouble whether by active hostilities or by propaganda in Asia 
Minor, the Caucasus, Persia and Afghanistan. Satisfactory assurances on 
these points have so far not been received, and there is some doubt as to 
Krassin’s capacity to give them. These preliminary discussions are parti- 
cipated in by Italy and Japan. France is only Great Allied Power that has 
not so far joined.7 | 

7 Cf. Vol. VIII, No. 29. On June 2 Sir Eyre Crowe had informed Signor Preziosi that 


‘the idea of turning the discussions into an inter-allied affair had to be abandoned’ owing to 
the refusal of the French Government to take part in the conversations; see No. 709, n. 5. 


No. 731 
Sir A. Geddes (Washington) to Earl Curzon (Received Fune 25, 6.15 a.m.) 


No. 478 Telegraphic [205945/142549/38] 
WASHINGTON, June 24, 1920! 


In absence of Secretary of State who has gone to San Francisco to attend 
Democratic Convention I saw Mr. Norman Davis, Assistant Secretary, who 
told me that after consulting with President, State Department had decided 
to remove all war restrictions affecting American citizens on Trade with 
Russia except in so far as war material is concerned.? 

After consultation he agreed that railway equipment and rolling stock 
might be regarded as of nature of war material. 

I gather that intention is to inform American traders that all relations with 
Russia are at their own risk. 

Announcement will probably be made in three or four days’ time.3 
Assistant Secretary says that President will be glad to consider any repre- 
sentations that His Majesty’s Government may care to make on this matter. 

! The time of despatch is not recorded. 

2 See F.R.U.S. 1920, vol. iii, p. 715. The decision was also communicated to Lord Curzon 
by the U.S. Ambassador at London in a letter of June 26, not printed. 


3 It was made on July 8, as reported in Washington telegram No. 509 of that date, not 
printed. 


No. 732 
Earl Curzon to Colonel Tallents (Reval) 
Unnumbered Telegraphic [Confidential/General/ 363/20] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, June 30, 1920, 6.30 p.m. 
Following for Dr. Nansen! from Kerr.? 
Krassin’s reply very unsatisfactory.3 Soviet apparently only willing to 


1 Dr. Fridtjof Nansen, the well-known explorer, had been charged by the Council of the 
League of Nations with the investigation of problems concerning the repatriation of prisoners 
of war, especially those held in Siberia. 

2 Mr. Philip Kerr, Private Secretary to the Prime Minister. 3 See Vol. VIII, No. 37. 
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abandon Eastern propaganda and hostilities and discuss debts as part of 
general peace negotiations. Unless immediate favourable reply on lines 
discussed with you,‘ negotiations for improved relations between Britain and 
Russia and for re-opening of trade must come to end and new situation dis- 
cussed with Allies at Spa. Krassin leaving for Moscow immediately to 
discuss situation with Soviet Government.5 


4 No record of this conversation has been traced in Foreign Office archives. 
5 Mr. Krassin left England for Moscow on July 2. 


No. 733 
Earl Curzon to Admiral Sir 7. de Robeck (Constantinople) 


No. 593 Telegraphic [205769/1089/38) 
FOREIGN OFFICE, June 30, 1920, 8 p.m. 


In view of the outbreak of Mustapha Kemel [sic] and of the reports of his 
alliance with the Soviet Government! the military situation would appear to 
be such as to justify your suspending till further notice the sailing of merchant 
ships to Bolshevik ports in the Black Sea under the terms of the Admiralty 
instructions communicated to you on March r1th. I should be glad if you 
would take action accordingly. 


1 See No. 515 above. 


No. 734 
The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received Fuly 2) 
No. 778 Telegraphic: by bag [Confidential/General/199/2] 
PARIS, June 30, 1920 


A meeting of the Conference of Ambassadors was held this morning under 
the presidency of M. Jules Cambon:— 

. ..! (6) Marshal Foch brought up the question of the Bredow contingent 
in Poland. In accordance with your despatch No. 1997 of the 14th instant? 
I said that His Majesty’s Government could not intervene and maintained 
that the matter was one for the Russians and Poles to decide between them- 
selves. I did not mention Sir H. Rumbold’s telegram No. 437 of the 25th 
instant} as it is marked confidential, but it would appear from this telegram 
that the Polish Government is no longer so anxious to get rid of these men as 


t The omitted sections related to other matters. 

2 Not printed. Cf. No. 697. 

3 In this telegram (not printed) Sir H. Rumbold, H.M. Ambassador at Warsaw, had 
reported that: ‘Marshal Pilsudski has decided to form a Russian Legion composed of 
Russians interned in Poland and of portions of General Bredow’s army.’ 
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formerly. M. Cambon proposed that Marshal Foch should bring the matter 
up again at Brussels or Spa,* and each of us undertook to inform his Govern- 
ment accordingly .. .! 


4 Marshal Foch submitted a note on this matter to the Supreme Council on July 1. An 
undated minute by Mr. R. H. Campbell reads: “There was not time to go into this question 
at Spa, nor did it seem to fall within the competence of the Supreme Council’, and a minute 
by Mr. Palairet, dated July 29, reads: ‘In view of the subsequent defeat of the Polish army, 
I presume that there is now no question of making any use of this Detachment in the Crimea 
or elsewhere.’ 


No. 735 
Letter from M. Klishko to Mr. Wise! 


[207117/1089/38] 
RUSSIAN TRADE DELEGATION, LONDON, June 30, 1920 
Dear Mr. Wise, 
I send herewith copy of telegram received this morning from Monsieur 
Tchitcherin. 
Will you also kindly note that this telegram, dated June 26th, was only 
to-day received. 
Yours faithfully, 
N. KiisHKo 
Secretary 


1 The date of receipt is not recorded. 


ENcLosurE IN No. 735 
Telegram from M. Chicherin to the Russian Trade Delegation 


No. 267. MOSCOW, June 26, 1920 


Simultaneously with British Government’s assurances dissociating from 
Wrangel’s offensive the latter continues with considerable display of war 
material still furnished by Britain. One of Wrangel’s associates, General 
Revishin, who was made prisoner on June tenth, declared as follows:— 

“Wrangel receives equipment guns rifles other arms principally from 
Britain secondly from France. British land ships and French small craft help 
Wrangel on sea he receives fuel from Batoum.’ 

As answer to Earl Curzon’s assurances we asked what Britain will do 
to enforce her disapproval of Wrangel’s action. No answer is forthcoming 
but help is steadily given to Wrangel. When Entente is thus actively attacking 
us Our masses will be hard to convince of opportunity recognising claims 
British Creditors. Britain’s Crimean policy wrecks our efforts. We saw effects 
in Central Executive Committee at sitting with Trade Union and Factory 
Committee. 
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No. 736 
Admiral Sir 7. de Robeck (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 


(Received July 4, 9 p.m.) 
No. 772 Telegraphic [207198/1089/38) 
CONSTANTINOPLE, July 2, 1920, 8.30 p.m. 


Major Sturton, recently demobilised, proposes to purchase from His 
Majesty’s Government in England and supply to Volunteer Army in Crimea 
50,000 cavalry saddles, swords, and bridles. Is there any objection? 


No. 737 
Note from Lord Hardinge to M. Krassin' (for transmission to Moscow) 


[207117/1089/38) 
FOREIGN OFFICE, July 2, 1920 


As M. Krassin is aware, and as he reported to the Soviet Government, 
General Wrangel was officially informed on June Ist that if he took any 
offensive action against the Soviet forces His Majesty’s Government could no 
longer concern themselves with the fate of his army or afford him any more 
support.2, On the same day His Majesty’s Government informed Admiral 
de Robeck (High Commissioner at Constantinople) that in spite of the 
complaints of M. Sabline he was to continue to detain at Constantinople all 
military stores and supplies destined for the Crimea.3 

When General Wrangel assumed the offensive definite instructions were 
sent for the immediate withdrawal of the British Naval and Military missions 
from the Crimea: for the withdrawal of British men-of-war from Crimean 
waters and for the observance of a strict neutrality. These orders were 
acknowledged by the High Commissioner the same day (June 11th)5 and 
he immediately commenced to carry them into effect. On June 13th, M. 
Chicherin announced in a wireless telegram that he had received M. Krassin’s 
communication informing him that His Majesty’s Government had definitely 
withdrawn their support from General Wrangel.® 

As an example of the way in which His Majesty’s Government have 
carried out their policy it may be mentioned that they have categorically 
refused all facilities for General Wrangel’s representative to purchase military 
supplies in Constantinople. 

The above facts should be sufficient to dispose of the assertions of M. 
Chicherin as to the equipment and support which General Wrangel is said 
to be receiving.? His Majesty’s Government cannot obviously prevent 

1 According to a note on the file by Mr. Palairet, this memorandum ‘was drawn up in 
response to a request by Mr. Wise, who had, he told me, received verbal instructions from 
the Prime Minister that Monsieur Krassin was to receive before leaving for Russia this 


evening, a reply to Monsieur Tchitcherine’s complaints . . . that His Majesty’s Government 
was still supporting Wrangel. The memorandum was handed to Monsieur Krassin by 


Mr. Wise’. 2 See Nos. 710 and 716, 
3 No. 711. 4 See No. 721. S Not traced in Foreign Office archives. 
6 Not printed. 7 See enclosure in No. 735. 
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General Wrangel from using such British equipment and munitions as re- 
mained in his possession after the defeat of General Denikin, to whom they 
had been originally supplied, but no supplies, coal or oil, have been furnished 
since February last, and no supplies of any kind since the beginning of May. 
As General Revishin was taken prisoner on the first day of the offensive he 
would naturally be unaware of the complete withdrawal of British support 
which has since taken place. No British Mission of any kind now remains 
with General Wrangel, nor does he receive any British naval or military 
support. 
HARDINGE OF PENSHURST 


No. 738 
Str E. Crowe! (Spa) to Lord Hardinge (Received Fuly 5, 8.45 p.m.) 
No. 13 Telegraphic [207310/9/38] 


SPA, july 5, 1920, 5.30 p.m. 

Following is a message for Tchicherin foreshadowed in my immediately 
preceding telegram.? 

We have been taking steps to repatriate Russian prisoners everywhere from 
England, Belgium, Egypt and India. 

Difficulty about prisoners in England has arisen exclusively from fact that 
I have received no reply to proposal made to Monsieur Litvinoff in a tele- 
gram despatched to Copenhagen as far back as April 23rd.3 

Meanwhile we have received no information from you concerning re- 
patriation of (1) British Military Mission captured many weeks ago in 
Siberia (2) British officers and men captured at Baku and reported to have 
been subjected to most humiliating treatment and (3) other British subjects 
still detained in Russia. 

Pending satisfactory assurances on these points I have no alternative but 
to suspend arrangements for return of Russian prisoners before referred to ;* 
but I shall be prepared to resume repatriation without reserve as soon as 
I learn that you are granting full reciprocity in above-named cases. 

Addressed to Reval. Repeated to Foreign Office No. 13. 


1 Assistant Under-Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, Sir E. Crowe was a member of 
the British delegation to the Inter-Allied Conference at Spa, July 5-16; see Vol. VIII, 
Chap. VIII. 

2 Not printed. This telegram reported that Lord Curzon had sent a message to Reval, 
the text of which would be sent in his following telegram. 

3 Probably Foreign Office telegram No. 285, which, though registered, has not been traced 
in a file. This proposed that if M. Litvinov supplied a list of Russians to be repatriated 
arrangements would be made accordingly. 

* Lord Hardinge’s telegram No. 611 of the following day, July 6, to Cairo, instructed 
Lord Allenby to ‘suspend all arrangements for repatriating Bolsheviks pending further 
instructions from me’. Arrangements for the repatriation of some 1,500 Russians in Belgium 
were not however suspended: they left Antwerp on July 11 in the S.S. Czar. 
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No. 739 
Earl Curzon (Spa) to Lord Hardinge (Received July 9, 9 a.m.) 


No. 27 Telegraphic [207762/142549/38] 
sPA, July 8,! 1920, 1.5 a.m. 
My telegram No. 26.2 
Following from Prime Minister for Mr. Bonar Law:— 
Think that you had better postpone any statement about Krassin negotia- 
tions to Parliament until you receive letter from me.3 


1 This date is evidently in error for July 9. The telegram was drafted on the 8th. 

2 Of July 9 (drafted on July 8), not printed. This had transmitted a message from the 
Prime Minister to Mr. Bonar Law, Lord Privy Seal and Leader of the House of Commons, 
stating that in Mr. Lloyd George’s view M. Chicherin’s message of July 7 (see Vol. VIII, 
No. 51A, n. 3, and No. 3 in list in Introd. Note to this chapter) was ‘complete acceptance of 
our terms and we had better take it as such. I therefore suggest you should read this reply 
and our document [i.e. H.M.G.’s note of June 30, see No. 2 in list] to House of Commons 
to-morrow.’ 

3 This letter has not been traced in Foreign Office archives: cf. Vol. XI, Nos. 320 and 323. 
Mr. Bonar Law’s statement to the House of Commons was not made until July 14 (131 
H.C. Deb. 5 s., cols. 2369-74) when he also read out H.M.G.’s message of July 11 to the 
Soviet Government concerning the Russo-Polish War (see also Vol. VIII, No. 59, n. 6, and 
No. 4 in list). 


No. 740 
Earl Curzon to Admiral Sir F. de Robeck (Constantinople) 
No. 640 Telegraphic [207198/1089/38] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, July 9, 1920, 5 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 772 (of 2nd July).! 
Sale cannot be authorised. 


! No. 736. 


No. 741 


Memorandum by Mr. Maxse' on Policy to be adopted towards Gold originating 
in Russia 


[208215/142549/38] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, July 14, 1920 


Gold originating from Russian sources may be divided into 4 categories :— 
(1) Gold originally belonging to the Imperial Russian State, now in 
Moscow. 


t Lt.-Com. H. F. B. Maxse, R.N., previously a member of the British naval mission to 
Poland, was employed temporarily in the Northern Dept. of the Foreign Office. 
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(2) Gold originally belonging to the Rumanian State, now in Moscow. 

(3) Gold which has been surrendered by the Soviet Government to other 
States. 

(4) Gold which has been accepted by other States for the purpose of 
raising credits for the present Russian authorities. 


The second category may be eliminated from the present argument 
because there is no information to show that the Soviet Government has 
made any use of this particular gold or intends to do so; in fact such informa- 
tion as we have points to the Rumanian treasure being still intact in the 
Kremlin. 

The Treasury memorandum prepared by the Controller of Finance on 
June 2nd.? deals largely with the legal aspect of the title to this gold and 
considers the question from the point of view of the gold reserve in this 
country. As regards the first of these points legal opinion would appear to 
be divided though the Law Officers of the Crown and the Legal Adviser to 
this Department have expressed their opinion that in given circumstances 
actions at law to attach such gold on the ground of illegal title would probably 
fail.3 It is at least possible that the action taken in other countries would 
affect the ultimate decision in a case practically without precedent, and in 
this connection it is to be noted that Denmark and Sweden have both 
accepted such gold, and credits on it have been raised in both those countries. 
Norwegian and Italian groups are engaged in negotiations, more or less with 
the consent of their respective Governments, which will probably lead to the 
same result; and America has withdrawn all restrictions on Russian trade, 
except as regards munitions of war.* Further, the fuller negotiations which 
would appear to be imminent may be held by the Courts to involve ‘some form 
of recognition’ and thus settle the problem of legal title to the three of the 
above-mentioned categories which are under consideration. 

As regards the gold standard and gold reserve the arguments appear to 
be based on the assumption that the international finance and credit system 
will have eventually to return to what was the pre-war normal. In the pre- 
war days when the gold standard was more or less the universally accepted 
basis for international financial operations and exchanges ‘gold anywhere in 
Northern Europe found extraordinary physical difficulty in getting away 
except to or through London’, but it is open to argument whether this is 
the case now or likely to be so in the immediate future. There are two main 
factors which differentiate the situation to-day and pre-war conditions; these 
are :— 


(1) The fact that there are two prices for gold, the world price of 104/1d 
per ounce, and a Bank of England mint price of 85/- per ounce, and 


2 Not printed. 

3 The Law Officers of the Crown gave their opinion, on June 4, on the assumption that 
the Soviet Government was to be regarded as the de facto Government of Russia, and stated 
their belief that ‘the remedy, if any, of persons aggrieved’ was ‘exclusively diplomatic and 
not legal’. 4 See No. 731. 
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(2) That the gold standard is no longer universally accepted, nor can it 
under present conditions have such a determining influence in inter- 
national finance as it used to. 


In these circumstances it would seem to be optimistic to hold that “gold must 
ultimately come to London at the mint price’, because that would seem to 
be tantamount to saying that the world price of gold must ultimately fall to 
the mint price. 

The main objective of any use of the Russian gold should be the restoration 
of the economic life of Russia. There are several ways in which the gold 
could be employed to this end, but they either involve the creation of some 
form of Russian credit by means of which the material necessities for that 
reconstruction may be obtained, or the dispersal of the gold by cash payment 
for such requirements. Whatever may be the ultimate fate of the gold 
standard there can be no question but that the final dispersal of the Russian 
gold should be prevented, if it is at all possible to reconstruct the economic 
life of Russia by other means. 

In addition to consideration of the problem from the point of view of 
Russian reconstruction, and the gold standard, it must also be considered 
from the point of view of English trade interests. From this standpoint it is 
of great importance that English traders should be able to take their full share 
in supplying Russia with the goods she requires. The Russian market is 
bound to be of immense value in the future and the first start is always 
a valuable asset, but it is even more so in this particular case where it is 
a question of relieving the wants of a stricken country cut off from European 
intercourse for over four years. So long as H.M.G. discourages the use of 
Russian gold in this country English traders can only supply goods to Russia 
by means of middlemen of other nationalities who have accepted the use of 
this gold. 


Requirements of any British Gold Poltcy 


It is now possible to enumerate the requirements of any policy to be 
adopted in respect to gold originating in Russia :— 

(1) It should be directed towards facilitating the economic reconstruction 
of Russia. 

(2) It should place the least possible hindrance in the path of British 
traders who desire to supply Russia with necessities. 

(3) It should not impede gold transactions which are directed towards the 
re-establishment of the gold standard. 


The above requirements would be met by the following policy which might 
be considered at the resumed trade negotiations and be brought into effect 
concurrently with whatever other trade agreement is reached. 


(1) As regards Rumanian gold, for H.M.G. to insist on its return to 
Rumania and definitely to refuse to have any dealings with it what- 
soever. 
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(2) As regards Russian gold, for H.M.G. 

(a) to recognise the Soviet Government’s right to use the gold for 
the economic reconstruction of Russia, in view of their accep- 
tance of the principle of recognising claims. 

(6) to permit its import into this country and to state that in certain 
circumstances re-export or melting licences will be issued. 
These circumstances to be the insertion in every contract of 
clauses which will secure:— 

(i) that the gold is only held as security for the credit given, and 
does not become the property of the holder unless the Russian 
Government fails to carry out its part of the contract. 

(ui) that if the contract is carried to a successful issue the gold will 
be returned to the Russian Government. 

(iii) that if the contract fails through inability of the Russian 
Government to fulfil its part the gold will become the property 
of the bank giving the credit in such proportion as the Russian 
part of the contract remains unfulfilled. 

(c) to continue to refuse licences for melting down or re-exporting 
gold which has been brought to this country after having been 
accepted as cash payment for goods, on the grounds that such 
transactions are neither in the Russian nor the British interest. 


(3) As regards Russian gold surrendered to Estonia under the Estonian— 
Russian Treaty,’ for H.M.G. to recognise Estonia’s title to the gold, 
and promise melting or re-export licences under the same conditions 
as in 2 (5) above. 

H. F. B. Maxse 


$ Printed in B.F.S.P., vol. 123, pp. 854-66; cf. Vol. XI, No. 197, n. 2. 


No. 742 
M. Litvinov to Earl Curzon (Recewed July 19, 9.5 p.m.) 
Unnumbered Telegraphic [208679/1089/38] 


COPENHAGEN, July 19, 1920 
I am instructed by Mr. Tchitcherin to acknowledge your message of 


July 2nd No. 1312 transmitted through the Russian Trade Delegation in 


London! and to point out that the Russian Government are in possession of 
a number of undoubted authentic information about the continuation of help 
to Wrangel by Great Britain. In particular Batoum continued to be the 
supply base for Crimea. Small craft with supplies of war materials were being 
daily despatched to Wrangel from Batoum. The British authorities in 
Batoum were arresting workmen who refused to load these supplies. A 


transport of war material petroleum and benzine loaded for Crimea on 


t No. 737. 
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June 17th was put on fire by the workers in Batoum port. At same time the 
British Authorities organised in Batoum recruiting of soldiers for despatch to 
Crimea. Several thousand men were recruited in Batoum in short time middle 
June. Governor General of Batoum declared to representative of Volunteer 
Army General Drotzenko? that England has sent out to Wrangel 2,000 guns 
besides horses. Middle June British ships transported in great numbers from 
Batoum to Theodosia and Sebastopol Cossacks going to join Wrangel. On 
June 2ist a large steamer loaded with various war material and goods for 
Wrangel was to leave Batoum for Crimea. The Russian seamen refused to 
carry the goods to the Volunteer Army. When attempt was made to replace 
them by Englishmen, the Russians raised anchor intending to go out into 
the open sea, but the steamer was sunk by the gun-fire of British batteries. 
The ‘Daily Express’ of June 25th brings an account of its Constantinople 
correspondent of how the British authorities are forcibly sending Russians 
from Turkey to Sebastopol where they are made to enlist in Wrangel’s army 
under threat of being hanged.3 These few individual facts picked out of a 
large number in our possession [?are] undeniable proof that Great Britain or 
its agents continue to give support to Wrangel and that all the inferences the 
Russian Government formerly drew of these facts thus remain in force.‘ 


2 See No. 524, n. 2. 

3 The reference is to a report headed ‘Constantinople June 25’ published in the Daily 
Express of July 8. 

* In his No. 667 of July 16 to Constantinople Lord Curzon had telegraphed: ‘Moscow 
wireless asserts that 12,000 machine guns have reached General Wrangel from England, 
including 9,000 quick-firing Vickers guns. Can you suggest what is origin of this report?’ 
Admiral de Robeck referred the enquiry to General Milne and replied in his No. 877 of 
August 1 that the General said that ‘allegation has no foundation in fact and would appear 
to be made purely for propaganda purposes’. 


No. 743 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Leslie (Reval) 
No. 196 Telegraphic [E 8443/1/58] 
Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, July 20, 1920, 4.50 p.m. 
Following for Tchicherin:— 
Reports have reached me that British Vice-Consul Hewelcke at Baku will 
probably be shot on charge of speculating on exchange.' I cannot believe 
that Soviet Government would permit such an outrage. His Majesty’s 


Government could not conduct negotiations of any kind with a Government 
responsible for murder of British officials. 


! The report was telephoned by the acting Georgian representative at Baku and tele- 
graphed to Lord Curzon by Commander Luke, Acting British High Commissioner in 
Transcaucasia, in his telegram No. 323 of July 11, received in the Foreign Office at 11 p.m. 
on July 17. In this telegram Commander Luke urged ‘that strongest pressure be exercised 
on Krassin Mission . . . to ensure safety and release of Consul and other British prisoners’. 
For previous exchanges concerning the British prisoners at Baku see Chap. IV, Nos. 575, 
589, and 595, and No. 744 below. 
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No. 744 
Foreign Office Memorandum on British Prisoners at Baku 


[209629/207846/38] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, July 27, 1920 


So far as His Majesty’s Government are aware there are some 36 naval 
and military prisoners of war detained at Baku. These were taken prisoner 
about May 2oth when a Bolshevik rising took place in the Azerbaijan 
Republic and besides them, there are a certain number of civilians, including 
the Acting British Vice Consul, Mr Hewelcke, who have not been allowed 
to leave the town. 

In spite of reports from refugees from Baku to the effect that these prisoners 
were to be moved from prison to custody in a private house, the most recent 
information received from His Majesty’s Representative at Tiflis? is that 
these unfortunate prisoners are still confined in the Central Prison; where 
they are living in a small room, very crowded and verminous. 

The Georgian Diplomatic Agent at Baku,3 who undertook the charge of 
British interests (but with whom His Majesty’s Government are unable to 
communicate) is only with difficulty allowed to see them and their treatment 
is reported to be outrageous and inhuman. 

These reports must however be accepted with reserve as many of them are 
local rumours and have been denied by the Azerbaijan Government in their 
messages to the Soviet Government. 

His Majesty’s Government are at a loss to understand why British subjects 
should have been singled out for this treatment, as they are informed that 
all but two of the French subjects who were at Baku have been permitted 
to leave the town and that similar facilities were granted to American 
citizens. 

The Dutch and Italian representatives were requested to give such assis- 
tance as was possible and every means was attempted locally of securing the 
release of the prisoners but with no result. 

His Majesty’s Government have therefore protested most vigorously to 
the Soviet Government. 

It has been made a condition of the renewal of trade with Russia that all 
British subjects should receive facilities to leave that country and His 
Majesty’s Government are waiting to hear that this has been done, not only 
in the case of British prisoners captured in Siberia and of British civilians in 
Central Russia, but also of these prisoners at Baku. As the conditions laid 
down by His Majesty’s Government were accepted by the Soviet Government 


1 A note by Mr. Palairet reads: ‘This was given to Mr. Bonar Law when the adjourn- 
ment of the House was moved on the Baku prisoners’ question on July 27’. See 132 H.C. 
Deb. 5 s., col. 1189. 

2 i.e. through telegrams of July 23 and 24 from C.-in-C. Mediterranean to the Admiralty 
(not printed) communicated to the Foreign Office on July 26. 

3 Dr. Alshibaya. 
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the most strenuous representations have been made to the latter both direct 
and through the Russian Trade Delegation in London to put them into 
practice. 

On July 5th, the Soviet Government were warned* by His Majesty’s 
Government that all arrangements made for repatriating Russian Prisoners 
would be suspended until it was ascertained that the Soviet Government 
were granting full reciprocity. 

On July gth, the Soviet Government were informed of the reports which 
had reached His Majesty’s Government.5 On July 14th a letter was sent by 
Litvinoff to His Majesty’s Representative at Copenhagen,® stating that 
though the Russian Govt. disbelieved the rumours about the improper treat- 
ment of the prisoners at Baku, it had transmitted the enquiry to the Azer- 
baijan Govt. It was added that the Russian Govt. had no control over the 
latter’s actions as it was an independent Republic. His Majesty’s Govt. 
informed Monsieur Litvinoff in reply’ that they were unable to accept the 
statement that these prisoners were not being improperly treated, as they 
had received full information to the contrary effect from independent 
sources: nor could they accept the plea that the Soviet Govt. had no re- 
sponsibility in the matter as the information in His Majesty’s Government’s 
possession was to the effect that all power in the Azerbaijan Republic was in 
the hands of the Commander of the 11th Army, subject to the Supreme 
Control of the Moscow Soviet, who are there represented by a Commissar. 

Information was also received that M. Hewelcke was in danger of his life, 
for though he had been involved neither in politics nor speculation, he had 
been sentenced to death on both charges. In these circumstances six Bolshevik 
prisoners (deported from India) who had recently arrived in London? on 
their way to Russia, and some of whom originally came from Baku, were 
placed in custody in London.°® 

News has now been received that Mr Hewelcke’s sentence has been 
cancelled.!° These Russians have therefore been released from prison though 
they are still kept under supervision. 

M. Tchitcherine, telegraphing on July roth, stated that he could only pave 
the way to direct negotiations between His Majesty’s Govt. and the Azer- 
baijan Govt. on this subject,!! but from the information received from several 
sources and from an admission made by M. Tchitcherine in another wireless 
message,!? His Majesty’s Govt. feel confident that if the Soviet Govt. insisted 
upon the repatriation of these prisoners, the Azerbaijan Govt. would release 


* See No. 738. 5 See No. 595. 

6 A copy of this letter (not printed) was forwarded to the Foreign Office as enclosure in 
Copenhagen despatch No. 268 of July 17, received July 20. 

7 Through Foreign Office telegram No. 386 of July 21 to Copenhagen, not printed. 

8 On July 16. 

® With the exception of the one female prisoner, Mrs. Babushkin. Cf. No. 720, n. 2. 

10 This news was conveyed in Tiflis telegram No. 332 of July 20 (not printed), received in 
the Foreign Office at 10.45 a.m. on July 23. 

1! This telegram, received in the Foreign Office at 3.10 p.m. on July 22, is not printed. 

12 See No. 747 below, n. 3. 
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them forthwith. There is no means of telegraphic communication with Baku 
except via Moscow. 

His Majesty’s Govt. are therefore insisting that the Soviet Govt. should 
bring this about.!3 

Telegrams are attached'* showing the action taken by H.M.G. since news 
was first received of the arrest and detention of these British subjects. 

13 e.g. in a message to M. Chicherin sent via Copenhagen in Foreign Office telegram 
No. 392 of July 27 (see No. 10 in list in Introd. Note to this chapter) ; see also No. 747 below. 

14 Not attached to filed copy. 


No. 745 
Mr. Leslie (Reval) to Earl Curzon (Received Fuly 28, 9.30 p.m.) 


No. 177 Telegraphic [209747/146362/38| 
REVAL, July 28, 1920, 1.45 a.m. 

Following for Lord Curzon from Tchitcherin. Begins. 

Acknowledging receipt your telegram in which British Government at 
least safeguards Nuortewa to reach Russia safely after his unwarranted arrest 
by British authorities' we hereby declare that provided the same applies to 
Babushkin and his associates no reprisals will be taken on British prisoners 
and that pending your reply we have not resorted to any reprisal. We offer 
once more to pave the way for negotiations between British Government and 
Azerbaijan Government as to British prisoners in Russian Government’s 
power, principles laid down in respective declarations of first and seventh 
July? will be in full carried out in our further negotiations on this subject. 
Number 1061. Ends. 


t Of July 23, not printed. M. Nuorteva was a Finnish Socialist said to be the bearer of 
a Soviet Russian passport. _ 2 See No. 7309, n. 2. 


No. 746 
Earl Curzon to Sir G. Buchanan' (Rome) 
No. 336 Telegraphic [210028/207907/38] 


Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, July 29, 1920, 6 p.m. 
Please ascertain from the Italian Government whether they still have an 
effective representative at Baku and if so whether they are able to com- 
municate with him. His Majesty’s Government urgently request that he 
may be instructed to do his utmost to secure better conditions for British 


prisoners. 
Repeated to Tiflis No. 263. 


1 H.M. Ambassador at Rome. 
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No. 747 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Leslie (Reval) 


No. 218 Telegraphic [209747/146362/38] 


Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, July 29, 1920, 9 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 177.! 

Following for Tchitcherine. 

Your telegram No. 1061.! Babushkin and his associates were released 
from prison on receipt of news that death-sentence on Vice Consul Hewelcke 
at Baku had been suspended.? They are now at liberty but under super- 
vision. As I have telegraphed to M. Litvinoff, I will arrange for their re- 
patriation and that of all other Russians in British Empire who wish to return 
to Russia, as soon as I learn that you are prepared to release without any 
exception whatsoever all British subjects who wish to leave Russia. In these 
I include British prisoners in Baku, for whose fate it is impossible not to hold 
Soviet Government responsible. This view is confirmed by terms of your 
telegram No. 835,3 which threatened reprisals on our prisoners by Azer- 
baijan Republic. I am convinced that a word from Moscow Government is 
all that is required to set these persons free and I must urgently request that 
this be done without further delay. Public opinion in this country will not 
tolerate further procrastination. 

Your telegram No. 835 speaks of British officers in the power of Ukrainian 
Soviet Republic. What are the names of these officers? 

Repeated to Copenhagen No. 398. 


t No. 745- 2 See No. 744, n. 10. 

3 Of July 22 (not printed), transmitted in Reval telegram No. 162 of July 22, received 
July 23 at 9 a.m. In his telegram M. Chicherin had protested against the alleged deporta- 
tion to Finland of M. Nuorteva (see No. 745, n. 1). He threatened ‘that if Nourtevas [sic] 
is not allowed to go to Russia most strongest [sic] reprisals will be applied to Siberian British 
Mission now on its way from Siberia and we do not doubt that Ukrainian and Azer- 
baijan Soviet Republics will likewise make results of this act duly felt to British officers in 
their power’. 


No. 748 


Admiral Sir Ff. de Robeck (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Recetved August 2, 10 a.m.) 


No. 866 Telegraphic [210155/1089/38] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, July 30, 1920, 9.40 p.m. 


I have received through naval Commander-in-Chief a request from head 
of Field Medical Force South Russia for assistance to obtain medical supplies, 
soap, disinfectants, etc. which are most urgently required and absence of 
which is the cause of much unnecessary suffering and mortality. 
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May Naval and Military Authorities be authorized to supply from local 
resources such of these articles as can be spared? 

In any case attention of Red Cross Societies interested in Russia should 
be immediately directed to urgency of this need. 

List of articles most required follows by mail.! 


1 This list has not been traced in Foreign Office archives. 


No. 749 


M. Chicherin to Earl Curzon (Received August 2) 
No. 1285 Telegraphic [210151/207907/38] 
Moscow, July 31, 1920 


With regard to the British prisoners at Baku we must once more emphati- 
cally reject the assumption that any undertakings entered into by us have 
retroactive force upon entire sovereign Soviet Republics and, that if the 
contingency arises that any Government of such republics may have taken 
actions in contravention of the terms of agreements concluded by us with 
foreign Governments, we are under an obligation to force their hands in 
order to achieve reparation of claims which may be thus raised. The course 
of entering into direct negotiations with the Azerbaijan Government remains 
open to Great Britain. This course seems the more natural since the British 
Government have recognised the independence of the Azerbaijan Republic 
by recognising its former Government and by accrediting to it a Military 
Mission whose avowed object was the support of the Russian counter- 
revolutionary forces under Denikin. 

We have been already advised by the Azerbaijan Government that they 
would be willing to authorise Litvinoff to negotiate the question of the Baku 
prisoners should they be directly approached by Great Britain. As regards 
the general exchange of prisoners, being likewise anxious to bring it to a 
conclusive solution we would like to know when we can expect Babushkin 
and the other Russian prisoners in British hands will reach Russia. Regard- 
ing the British prisoners in the Ukraine the Ukrainian Government is alone 
competent.! 


1 In Copenhagen telegram No. 658 of Aug. 2 (not printed) Mr. Grant Watson re- 
ported that M. Litvinov was not aware of any British officer in the Ukraine, and that 
M. Chicherin’s reference thereto was, he understood, hypothetical, meaning ‘in case there 
are officers in Ukraine’. 
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No. 750 


Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) to Earl Curzon (Received August 2, 11.20 a.m.) 
Unnumbered Telegraphic [210194/207907/38 | 


ROME, August I, 1920, 11.45 a.m. 
Your telegram No. 336.! 
Minister for Foreign Affairs told me to-day that there is no Italian political 
agent at Baku but only a sort of Commercial Attaché. 
Italian Agent at Tiflis had already instructed latter some three weeks ago 
to do his utmost to secure better conditions for British and Minister for 
Foreign Affairs promised to send renewed instructions in same sense.? 


1 No. 746. 

2 In Rome telegram No. 338 of Aug. 8 (not printed) Sir G. Buchanan reported that on 
the 7th the Minister for Foreign Affairs had informed him that these instructions had now 
been sent. For further representations by Mr. Lloyd George, see Vol. VIII, No. 87, 
minute 8. 


No. 751 
The Earl of Derby (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received August 4, 4.10 p.m.) 


No. 917 Telegraphic [210469/142549/38| 
Urgent PARIS, August 4, 1920, 12.45 p.m. 
“Le Temps’ and various other leading newspapers protest against con- 


tinued presence in England of Kameneff and Krassin' in view of present 
attitude of Russia to Poland. 


1 M. Kamenev had joined the Soviet Trade Delegation which had returned to London 
at the end of July; see No. 782 below. 


No. 752 
Earl Curzon to Major Collas' ( Tifits) 


No. 269 Telegraphic [210198/207907/38 | 
FOREIGN OFFICE, August 6, 1920, 6 p.m. 

What is result of your negotiations with Kyrob [Kyrov]? for release of Baku 
prisoners? 

If you now have means of communicating direct with Azerbaijan Govern- 
ment you should address to them a formal demand on behalf of His Majesty’s 
Government for release of these prisoners whose continued detention is 
absolutely unjustified and is rousing extreme indignation in this country. 


t Temporarily in charge of the British High Commission at Tiflis. 
2 M. S. Kyrov was in charge of the Soviet Russian Mission to Georgia; cf. No. 583. 
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No. 753 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Grant Watson (Copenhagen) 


No. 408 Telegraphic [210198/207907/ 38] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, August 6, 1920, 6 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 654.! 

I note with satisfaction M. Litvinoff’s statement that the Soviet Govern- 
ment will do their best to secure release of British subjects imprisoned in 
Baku. 

Please request him to carry this assurance into effect without delay. 

I should welcome any means of obtaining release of prisoners and should 
not hesitate to apply direct to Azerbaijan Government if I were able to do so: 
but messages sent to them by British representative at Tiflis have never been 
acknowledged and I have no other means of communicating with them. I 
am however instructing him to make another attempt. 


1 Of July 31, not printed. The statement by M. Litvinov here alluded to was qualified 
by the words ‘but cannot make binding engagements in a matter which concerns Govern- 
ment of an independent Republic. Russian Government will support any demand made 
by British Government directly to Azerbaijan.’ 


No. 754 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Grant Watson (Copenhagen) 


No. 409 Telegraphic [210378] 1089/38] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, August 6, 1920, 9 p.m. 


Please inform M. Litvinoff, in reply to his telegram of July roth’ that 
following is the result of the enquiries which I have made into his statements 
regarding assistance alleged to have been given by Great Britain to General 
Wrangel. 

British forces evacuated Batoum on July oth.? Before that day, and since 
June 8th only stores and materials sent to the Crimea were those which were 
originally destined for Denikin, and were on his resignation forwarded to 
General Wrangel, who succeeded to his command. 

Between 11th and 24th May 1g labour leaders were arrested owing to their 
endeavours to instigate general strike. None were arrested subsequently. 

Russian oiler ‘Svet’ taken over by a British company for purpose of carry- 
ing Azerbaijan oil to the Crimea, was set on fire on June 17th as result of 
explosion of bomb placed on board by member of crew. This had nothing 
to do with British control. 

There is no truth in any of the other statements made in M. Litvinoff’s 
telegrams. 

t No. 742. 2 See No. 596. 
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No. 755 
Sir H. Dering (Sofia) to Earl Curzon (Received August 11, 5 p.m.) 
No. 93 Telegraphic [217371/1089/38| 
SOFIA, August 10, 1920, 5 p.m. 


In connection with rumours reported in your telegram No. 667 to Con- 
stantinople? (see telegram sections} issued 17th July page 11) following may 
be of similar interest. 

Russian named Maitoff who poses as an anti-Bolshevik agent in Sofia and 
was formerly employed by Intelligence branch of British General Head- 
quarters, Constantinople, has informed British Military Mission who en- 
quired truth of report, that he is acting for the Anglo-Italian (? Syndicate) 
at Salonica directed by Major Churton in negotiating purchase in Bulgaria 
of small arms &c. for General Wrangel. 

Maitoff states he has arranged purchase from private individuals here, not 
Bulgarian War Office, of 10,000 kilos of bombs which are to be shipped at 
Varna ostensibly for Malta and Gibraltar but really to General Wrangel. 
When this is settled he states he will buy fur coats and boots for same army. 
He does not wish to appear in this transaction and has tried to get agent of 
Levant Company to negotiate purchase against payment in goods from 
Crimea. He is shady character and hints that his plans are known to Russian 
Minister here. 

Captain Collins of Mission has enquired of Bulgarian Chief of General 
Staff whether such a sale is known to him. He strongly denies any official 
participation, and that individuals possess such bombs. All Government 
munitions of war are under Allied control. He expressed keenest interest and 
asked for all details of alleged shipment in order to take steps to prevent 
Maitoff’s plan maturing. 

Addressed to Foreign Office High Commissioner Constantinople for com- 
munication to general headquarters. 

I will likewise telegraph any later information. 

1 H.M. High Commissioner at Sofia. 2 See No. 742, n. 3. 


3 Printed selections of current Foreign Office telegrams circulated confidentially to H.M. 
representatives abroad. 


No. 756 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Grant Watson (Copenhagen) 


No. 411 Telegraphic [210884/207907/38| 


FOREIGN OFFICE, August I1, 1920, 9 p.m. 
Your telegram No. 661.! 
Please request M. Litvinoff to transmit the following message to the 
Government of Azerbaijan and to inform you when it has been delivered. 
1 Of Aug. 8, not printed. This had reported a statement by M. Litvinov that the Soviet 


Russian Government would be pleased to transmit any message to the Azerbaijan Govern- 
ment regarding the British prisoners. 
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The British representative at Tiflis has repeatedly endeavoured to enter 
into negotiations with you in order to secure the release of the British subjects 
imprisoned or detained at Baku but he has hitherto failed to obtain a reply 
from you. As a state of hostility does not exist and never has existed between 
Great Britain and the Republic of Azerbaijan there can be no reason or 
justification for the continued detention of the British subjects within the 
territory of the Republic and I have to request that you will immediately 
take steps to convey to the Georgian frontier with due regard for their com- 
fort the naval personnel and all civilians who wish to leave. 

Owing to the apparent difficulty of communication by other routes the 
Russian Soviet Government have undertaken to transmit this message via 
Moscow. 

You should also inform M. Litvinoff that only yesterday we heard from 
Tiflis? that British prisoners at Baku are suffering from intense heat of con- 
finement and from vermin and that Consul Hewelcke has now had a 
paralytic stroke. 

Repeated to Tiflis. 


2 Tiflis No. 343 of Aug. 8, not printed. 


No. 757 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Henderson" (Parts) 
No. 903 Telegraphic [211461/1089/38| 


FOREIGN OFFICE, August 11, 1920, 10.30 p.m. 


We are in some doubt whether the decision taken at Lympne? as to sending 
rifles now in custody of Allies to Wrangcel was understood to have effect only 
in event of Peace proposals not being acceptable; but in view of Soviet 
proposals, and the discussion in House of Commons yesterday} we have 
thought it necessary to instruct General Officer Commanding Constantinople 
not to hand over these arms, pending further orders. Please inform French 
Government to this effect.4 


! First Secretary at H.M. Embassy in Paris. 

2 The reference is to the Third Conference of Hythe. For this decision, see Vol. VIII, 
No. 86 (p. 752). 

3 See Vol. VIII, No. 83, minute 1 and Appendixes 2 and 3, and 133 H.C. Deb. 5s., cols. 
253-355. This reference is to proposals for peace between Soviet Russia and Poland. 

4 Lord Derby reported in Paris telegram No. 966 of Aug. 12 (not printed) that the 
French Government had been informed accordingly. 
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No. 758 


Note by Mr. Wise on his interview with the Russian Trade Delegates in 
London on August 12, 1920! 


[212166]9]38] 


Present: 
M. Kameneff Mr. E. F. Wise 
M. Krassin 
M. Klishko (part time) 


I informed M. Kameneff that I had been instructed by Lord Curzon to 
discuss with him the question of the release by both sides of prisoners com- 
mitted for grave offences. 

M. Krassin at once replied that the question had already been settled in 
the tentative agreement made as a preliminary to trading negotiations. As 
soon as this agreement was concluded and became operative, the Russians 
were prepared to surrender all British subjects in Russia who desired to leave 
Russia and they assumed that we were similarly prepared to release all 
Russians in the British Empire. 

He stated specifically that he understood that the agreement would cover 
all British subjects and would make no exceptions. 

I observed that it was possible that the course of events at Minsk? and else- 
where in Poland might prevent or delay the coming into operation of the 
Trading Agreement and I hoped in this case that we might proceed, in 
accordance with the intention of Annex No. 2 of the O’Grady Agreement, 
to arrange for a general mutual exchange of prisoners. This Annex had been 
agreed independently of trading and other negotiations. But if the Trading 
Agreement was completed, as I hoped would be possible without much 
delay, there would be no need of any further agreement. 

M. Krassin stated that if they were now to cable to Moscow stating that it 
was proposed to conclude a new agreement about prisoners, Moscow would 
at once come to the conclusion that the British Government expected that 
the Trading Agreement would be nullified and all negotiations broken off. 
This impression might have dangerous reaction on the Polish negotiations. 

I replied that it was undesirable to appear to prejudge events at Minsk. 
The British Government hoped that a satisfactory armistice would be ar- 
ranged between the Russians and the Poles, but it was necessary to provide 
for the other event. 

I agreed, however, that as in any case it would be impossible to complete 
such an agreement for two or three weeks, there was no advantage in making 
a new agreement before we had heard what was the result of the armistice 
negotiations. 

M. Krassin said that if the British Government decided to restart war on 
Russia it could not be expected that prisoners would be given up. 


1 A copy of this note was sent to the Foreign Office by Mr. Wise on Aug. 13. 
2 See Vol. XI, e.g. No. 411. 3 See No. 665, n. 5. 
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I observed that even during the German war exchanges of prisoners had 
been arranged and I hoped that such humanitarian practices would continue 
in the future whatever the relations between Russia and Great Britain. Inany 
case, the number of prisoners involved on both sides was very small and no 
harm whatever to either side would be done by starting a new war, (if, un- 
happily, there was to be a new war), with a clean sheet as regards prisoners. 

I drew attention to the fact that some Russians who would have been 
deported under the O’Grady Agreement had been detained in this country 
because M. Litvinoff was not willing to accept them. We should have to 
insist that, in accordance with long-established international usage, Russia 
should accept its Nationals if we were anxious to deport them and they were 
willing to go. We were not proposing to send to Russia Russian subjects 
who did not wish to go there. M. Kameneff said they did not want to receive 
common criminals back in Russia. He ultimately agreed that the principle 
I had indicated was reasonable. ) 

Ultimately, M. Kameneff and M. Krassin agreed that they would be 
willing before leaving the country, to sign a short agreement carrying into 
effect the intention of Annex No. 2 of the O’Grady Agreement. They 
thought, however, that they might have to make a reservation in the case of 
British prisoners in Russia, convicted of espionage, if there were any, whose 
information, in the opinion of the Russian Military Command, would be of 
military value to the British Government. He referred especially to cases 
similar to that of Mr. Paul Dukes.* I expressed doubt as to whether there 
were any prisoners against whom such a charge could be made, and said that 
after several weeks or months in a Russian jail their military information 
would be of no value to anybody. 

I stated that I thought that a proposal for such an agreement would be 
acceptable to Lord Curzon, before whom I would place it.5 

E. F. WIsz 

4 Special Correspondent of The Times and formerly Chief of the British Secret Intelligence 
Service in Russia. 

5 In his covering letter to Mr. Gregory Mr. Wise suggested ‘that the Foreign Office 


should prepare a draft agreement at once, so as to have it ready in case Kamenef and 
Krassin are packed off suddenly’. 


No. 759 
Earl Curzon to Sir H. Dering (Sofia) 


No. 65 Telegraphic [211371/1089/38] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, August 13, 1920, 10 p.m. 
Your telegram No. 93.! 
War Office would be glad of further particulars enabling them to identify 
Major Churton.? 


1 No. 755. 
2 Sir H. Dering in Sofia telegram No. 98 of Aug. 21 (not printed) reported that the 
individual concerned was Major Stourton, formerly Military Landing Officer at Salonica. 
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You should warn the Bulgarian Government that the sale of arms 1s 
prohibited unless the consent of the Allied Governments is previously ob- 
tained. 


No. 760 


Earl Curzon to Mr. Leslie (Reval) 
No. 232 Telegraphic (211298/204647/38]| 


Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, August 13, 1920, 10 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 215.! 

Please take any steps which may be possible before the arrival of Russian 
Trades Union delegation at Reval to inform them that until general inter- 
national situation is clearer His Majesty’s Government cannot admit any of 
them into Great Britain.? 


1 Of Aug. 10, not printed. 

2 This delegation had left Moscow for England on Aug. 6 and were expected to attend 
the Trades Union Congress to be held at Portsmouth early in September. On Aug. 23 
Lord Curzon telegraphed (his No. 234, not printed) to Mr. Leslie saying that the delegation 
had reached Vardé in Norway and claimed that H.M. Government were ready to admit 
them to England. Lord Curzon asked what steps Mr. Leslie had taken to convey to them 
his message of Aug. 13. In his reply (Reval telegram No. 224 of Aug. 24, not printed) Mr. 
Leslie reported his action and added: ‘Soviet delegation at Reval clearly understood attitude 
of His Majesty’s Government in this matter.’ The Government’s decision was communi- 
cated to the President of the Trades Union Congress on Sept. 5 by Mr. Bonar Law. 


No. 761 
Record of an interview between M. Trumbitch' and Mr. P. Kerr? 


[212325/207846/38] 
LONDON, August 17, 1920 


M. Trombich [sic] came to see me this morning as he wanted the con- 
fidential advice of the Prime Minister on the following point :— 

M. Krassin had asked for an interview. He proposed to see M. Krassin 
but he wished first to know what the Prime Minister’s attitude towards 
Russia was. The Yugo-Slav Government had recognised Koltchak; about a 
year ago and had received a representative of Petrograd. He was anxious 
to know whether or not Gt. Britain intended to recognise Soviet Russia. 

I replied that the policy of the British Government was as follows. That if 


1 Yugoslav Minister for Foreign Affairs. M. Trumbitch had arrived in London on 
Aug. 16. 


2 This record was communicated to the Foreign Office by Mr. Kerr on Aug. 19. 
3 Head of the White Russian Administration in Siberia until Jan. 1920. 
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Soviet Russia offered terms to Poland which were consistent with its inde- 
pendence and similar to those which had already been published by M. 
Kameneff, Gt. Britain would certainly not make war against Russia in order 
to secure better terms for Poland. On the contrary, it would proceed with 
the trading agreement to which it was already committed and provided the 
Soviet Government was willing to behave in international matters according 
to international standards, I had little doubt that H.M. Government would 
be inclined to recognise it and conclude a regular peace with Russia. There 
might, however, be difficulties in regard to the latter point owing to the 
attitude of Gt. Britain’s Ally, France, because Gt. Britain would certainly 
not wish to do anything which might weaken its good relations with France. 
On the other hand, if the Soviet Government did not live up to its promises 
or infringed the independence of Poland, then the British Government 
would break off relations and would certainly not recognise the Soviet 
Government. .. .4 


4 The remainder of the conversation related to other matters. 


No. 762 
Earl Curzon to Admiral Sir 7. de Robeck (Constantinople) 


No. 772 Telegraphic [210155/1089/38 | 
FOREIGN OFFICE, August 19, 1920, 7 p.m. 
My telegram No. 734 (August 6th).! 


Cabinet have decided no medical necessities may be sent to General 
Wrangel from any source. 


1 Not printed. This had informed Admiral de Robeck that naval and military authorities 
might supply medical necessities from local resources. For the Soviet Russian Government’s 
latest note, dated Aug. 15, to Mr. Lloyd George concerning General Wrangel, see Degras, 
vol. i, pp. 197-200, and for Mr. Lloyd George’s reply thereto see The Times, Aug. 18, p. 9 
(Nos. 13 and 14 in list in Introd. Note to this chapter). 


No. 763 
Commander Luke (Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received September 9, 10.30 a.m.) 


No. 380 Telegraphic [214118/207907/38] 
TIFLIS, August 26,! 1920 
Your telegram No. 269 of August 6th? which was only received yesterday 
is already answered by my telegram No. 3663 and despatches of 17th and 


' Forwarded from Constantinople on Sept. 7 at 2 p.m. 2 No. 752. 

3 Of Aug. 17, not printed. This stated: ‘Our prisoners were transferred from prison to a 
private house four days ago, but I am still unable to enter into negotiations with authorities 
for their release. . . . only result of Collas’ visit to Kyrov Mission here [Tiflis] was that latter 
consented to transmit a few letters and parcels to Baku.’ 
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21st August.4 I have no means of communicating with Azerbaijan Sovyet 
other than through Alshibaya who is now in Baku. He is expected here 
within next two weeks together with Commissary Huseinov,5 to whom I 
could then address formal demand suggested in your telegram. I fear how- 
ever that it will not be any more efficacious than previous note of June 8th® 
unless backed up by threat of effective reprisals. 

Repeated to Constantinople, No. 2go. 


* Tiflis Nos. 265/68 and 2690/72 respectively, not printed. 

S Azerbaijan People’s Commissar for Foreign Affairs. 

6 Presumably the formal letter to the Azerbaijan Commissar for Foreign Affairs men- 
tioned in Tiflis telegram No. 277 of June 10 to the Foreign Office, for which see enclosure 
in No. 575. 


No. 764 


Mr. Grant Watson (Copenhagen) to Earl Curzon 
(Recewved August 31, 10.10 a.m.) 


No. 689 Telegraphic [213254/182870/38] 
Immediate COPENHAGEN, August 30, 1920, 7.45 p.m. 


My telegram No. 685 August goth.! 

French Minister informs me that he intends, with approval of his Govern- 
ment, to ask Danish Government officially to expel Monsieur Litvinoff from 
Denmark on the ground that his revolutionary activities constitute a danger 
to Europe in general and France in particular. 

He mentioned that Monsieur Litvinoff had sent couriers with money to 
France. 

He had proposed to make a ‘démarche’ on August 31st but before doing 
so, he wished to consult me. 

I replied that you had informed me that the negotiations about exchange 
of prisoners could be carried out direct with Moscow (see your telegram 
No. 319 of May 28th [18th])! and that I had informed you that Danish 
Government intended to ask Moscow to recall Monsieur Litvinoff as soon as 
Danes were repatriated from Russia. 

I did not anticipate that you had any special interest in retaining Monsieur 
Litvinoff in Copenhagen since publication of Lansbury’s correspondence had 
shown that Monsieur Litvinoff has not kept his engagements.? In order how- 
ever to avoid appearance of Anglo-French disagreement I asked French 
Minister to postpone his ‘démarche’ until I have informed Danish Govern- 
ment that we had no interest in the continued stay of Monsieur Litvinoff in 
Copenhagen. 

He agreed therefore to postpone action until September 4th but as his 

t Not printed. 

2 This correspondence between M. Chicherin and M. Litvinov concerning subsidies for 


the Daily Herald, of which Mr. George Lansbury was editor, was published in The Times of 
Aug. 19, p. 10. 
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Government had already spoken to Danish Minister in Paris on the subject, 
he felt he could not delay longer. 

Am I authorised to speak to Danish Government in the above sense?3 

I presume situation referred to in last paragraph of your telegram No. 320 
of May 18th no* longer obtains. French Minister has protested to Danish 
Government because some Bolshevik literature has been thrown on board 
the Allied warships in the harbour and I am doing the same. 

3 In his telegram No. 255 of Sept. 4 Lord Curzon authorised Mr. Grant Watson to 
inform the Danish Government that H.M.G. ‘have no longer any interest in the continued 
stay’ of M. Litvinov at Copenhagen. 

4 Not printed. The paragraph referred to read as follows: ‘We have no objection to 
Litvinoff remaining at Copenhagen if Danish Government are agreeable.’ 


No. 765 
Earl Curzon to Colonel Tallents (Riga) 
No. 255 Telegraphic [213339/210888/38] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, August 31, 1920, 5 p.m. 


Pending a Cabinet decision on the subject of the Russian Delegation in 
London, MM. Miliutin and Rothstein now in Russia are not to be permitted 
to return to this country.! Should they apply for visas, you should refuse on 
the ground that no instructions to visa their passports have been received 
from England. You should report by telegraph if any such application is 
made. 

Repeated to Reval No. 236, Helsingfors No. 208, Stockholm No. 118 and 
Christiania No. 106. 

! MM. Miliutin and Rothstein when on their way back to Reval on board a British des- 
troyer had, in the words of an Admiralty letter of Aug. 24 to the Foreign Office, ‘approached 
members of the crew on the subject of Bolshevism in the British fleet’, thereby breaking their 


written undertaking as members of the Soviet Trade Delegation, ‘not to indulge in any 
form of propaganda nor to interfere in the internal affairs of this country’. 


No. 766 


Sir M. Findlay (Christiania) to Earl Curzon 
(Received September 5, 11.30 p.m.) 


No. 190 Telegraphic [213680/142549/38] 
Confidential CHRISTIANIA, September 5, 1920, 6.30 p.m. 


My telegram No. 184.! 

I told Minister for Foreign Affairs yesterday that I had heard a large part 
of gold deposited to cover orders placed on behalf of Soviet Government by 

t Of Sept. 3, not printed. This reported the receipt of ‘further confidential information 


to the effect that another amount of six thousand gold roubles was exported yesterday by 
same Norwegian Bank to Amsterdam Bank’. 
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Messrs. Nils Joul [? Juul] had been exported to Germany and Holland. I pre- 
sumed that before approving export licence he had satisfied himself that these 
considerable sums were really to be paid for goods ordered and would not 
be employed for propaganda. 

He confirmed that considerable amount had been exported to Banks 
reported by me; he did not appear to know exact sums but said he had been 
assured by Messrs. Nils Joul that they were exclusively for purchase chiefly 
of (? coal). 

I said my experience of Messrs. Nils Joul during war was such that 
their assurances carried no weight. I presumed he had asked for convincing 
evidence. He asked what evidence? I said contracts, letters, or telegrams 
confirming purchases. He had not done so but offered to telephone to Mr. 
Volckmar of Norske Handelsbank for further assurances. He did so in my 
presence, excusing enquiries by plea that he wished to reassure Prime 
Minister. He then stated that replies to his questions which were very 
superficial were that all these sums were being paid for purchases, he under- 
stood in America, principally of coal, several cargoes of which were now on 
the way. One cargo of 4,000 tons had been reported as having arrived at 
Vardoe consigned to Archangel. He did not know whether vessel had pro- 
ceeded. 

I pointed out importance, in common interest of all constitutional states, 
of keeping close watch on such transactions, and responsibility involved. 

My French Colleague has spoken in similar sense. 

Minister of Foreign Affairs appears most unbusinesslike and superficial. 
Though inexperienced, I can hardly believe him to be so stupid as he appears, 
as he has reputation of brilliant debater. 

I trust my language may be approved? and would suggest enquiries in 
America as to alleged coal transactions. 


2 In his telegram No. 110 of Sept. 8 (not printed), Lord Curzon approved Sir M. 
Findlay’s language and instructed him to ‘continue to adopt the same attitude in this matter 
towards the Norwegian Government and endeavour to obtain all the information that you 
can about these transactions’. 


No. 767 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Grant Watson (Copenhagen) 


No. 424 Telegraphic [213935/207907/38] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, September 6, 1920, 7 p.m. 
Please inform M. Litvinoff with reference to the message for the Azer- 
baijan Government transmitted in my telegram No. 411 of August 11th! 


that I have as yet received no reply from the latter. I have, however, re- 
ceived a telegram from His Majesty’s representative at Teheran? conveying 


™ No. 756. 
2 Mr. Norman. Tehran telegram No. 599 of Aug. 28, not printed. 
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an informal message from Baku to the effect that the Government there offer 
to release the British subjects, whom they have detained, in return for the 
Turkish prisoners at Malta. The majority of these however were arrested 
by the Turkish Government and are, therefore, at the disposal not of His 
Majesty’s Government, but of that Government, while others are under- 
going detention after conviction by a regularly constituted Court of outrages 
against the non-Moslem population of Asia Minor and violations of the 
Geneva Convention.3 

It would, therefore, be impossible to release these people at the request of 
the Azerbaijan Government. 

You should impress upon M. Litvinoff, in the strongest possible terms that 
there can be no sort of justification, either legal or moral, for the continued 
detention of over fifty Allied subjects, including women and children, at 
Baku, where the information in the possession of His Majesty’s Government 
shows indisputably that though the Republic of Azerbaijan may be recog- 
nised as independent by the Soviet Government at Moscow, the coup a’ Etat 
leading to its establishment was brought about in consultation with Moscow 
and that it continues to rely on the support of Soviet troops. 

It is, therefore, evident that if, as M. Litvinoff has stated, the Soviet 
Government are willing to use their good offices, those good offices will 
certainly be effective. 

His Majesty’s Government have no desire to detain any Russian who is 
anxious to return to Soviet Russia a day longer than is necessary to ensure 
that all British subjects, whether in Russia, Azerbaijan or elsewhere, who are 
at present in the power of the Bolshevik authorities are released, and if the 
same spirit animated the Soviet Government a speedy settlement of this issue 
would be assured. So anxious are His Majesty’s Government to secure the 
repatriation of all prisoners whether British or Russian without any exception 
that they are prepared to agree upon a common date and places for simul- 
taneous delivery to be determined. The detention of Russian prisoners in 
England or elsewhere is indeed only maintained with a view to bring about 
this desirable solution on the earliest possible date. 


3 Lord Curzon so informed Mr. Norman in his telegram No. 453 of Sept. 8 to Tehran 
(not printed). But in his telegram No. 1083 of Oct. 6 (not printed) Admiral de Robeck 
questioned the suggestion that the prisoners were detained at the instance of the Turkish 
Government. He thought it ‘most undesirable in view of article 230’ of the peace treaty 
with Turkey ‘to admit now that they are held at the disposal of Turkish Government since 
any successors of present Cabinet might base themselves on such admission to demand their 
return’. He added: ‘It is also quite incorrect so far as I am aware and certainly misleading 
to state that any of them are detained after conviction. Even if a few individuals have been 
condemned by Turkish Court-martial none are being detained on that account, there being 
no connection between such condemnation and their detention at Malta.’ For other docu- 
ments relating to the Turkish prisoners at Malta, see Vol. XIII, Nos. 122 and 177. 
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No. 768 


Foreign Office to the Secretary of the British Department of the Supreme 
Economic Council 


[212030/142549/38] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, September 6, 1920 
Sir:— | 

I am directed by Earl Curzon of Kedleston to acknowledge the receipt of 
your memorandum of August 12th! enclosing a copy of a draft trade agree- 
ment between the United Kingdom and Russia.? 

His Lordship concurs generally in the terms of this draft, but considers 
that further protection should be afforded by it to British subjects in Russia 
who may be alleged to have done some action rendering them liable to arrest 
or detention by the local authorities. Such information as has reached His 
Lordship regarding the laws of Soviet Russia and the authorities and methods 
by which these laws are administered does not give an adequate assurance 
that British subjects entering Russia for purposes of trade might not be 
subjected to unjust and inhumane treatment. It is not impossible that the 
Soviet Government might arrest and imprison British subjects without 
adequate grounds in order to exercise a form of pressure upon His Mayjesty’s 
Government. Even if the central government did not itself attempt to do 
this, it is quite possible that some local administration might do so, and that 
this administration might be in a position to disregard instructions given 
from Moscow. 

In this respect Russia is comparable to Turkey or China or other semi- 
civilized countries incapable of insuring to the nationals of western powers 
what those powers would consider to be justice, and some form of extra- 
territorial jurisdiction would seem to be the most satisfactory method of 
protecting British subjects against the dangers which Lord Curzon has in 
mind. This expedient could, however, hardly be adopted if reciprocal treat- 
ment for Russians, or for Russian adherents of the Soviet Government in the 
United Kingdom were unavoidable. To exempt Bolsheviks from the local 
jurisdiction of this country would entail legislation, and it is in Lord Curzon’s 
judgement unlikely that Parliament would approve such legislation and 
undesirable that a precedent of this nature should be created. 

Unless therefore the Soviet Government could be induced to accept a 
one-sided arrangement, His Majesty’s Government might have to be content 
with an addition to Clause 3 of the draft agreement? for the purpose of 


1 Not printed. The memorandum was in fact dated Aug. 14. 2 Not printed. 

3 Clause 3 read as follows: 

‘Each party may nominate such number of its nationals as may be agreed from time to 
time as being reasonably necessary to enable proper effect to be given to this agreement, 
having regard to the conditions under which trade is carried on in its territories, and the 
other party shall permit such persons to enter its territories and to sojourn and carry on 
trade there, provided that either party may restrict the admittance of any such persons into 
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ensuring that British subjects in Russia and Bolsheviks in the United King- 
dom should not be interfered with unless charged with some definite offence 
and that if they were arrested or charged with such offence, then that im- 
mediate notice should be given to the official representative of His Majesty’s 
Government or the Soviet Government as the case might be. Such an 
arrangement would only entail in the United Kingdom instructions to the 
police, but it would amount to conferring a privilege upon Bolshevik 
Russians not accorded to the nationals of any other country. 
Iam, &c., 
J. D. GrREGorY 


any specified areas, and may refuse admittance to or sojourn in its territories to any indi- 
vidual who is persona non grata to itself, or who does not comply with this agreement, or with 
the conditions precedent thereto. 

‘Persons admitted in pursuance of this article into the territories of either party shall, 
while sojourning therein for purposes of trade, be exempted from all compulsory service 
whatsoever, whether civil, naval, military or other, and from any contributions whether 
pecuniary or in kind imposed as an equivalent for personal service, and shall have right of 
egress. 

‘Persons admitted into Russia under this arrangement shall be permitted freely to import 
commodities destined solely for their household use or consumption.’ 


No. 769 
Mr. Grant Watson (Copenhagen) to Earl Curzon (Received September 13) 


No. 363 [214354/193400/33] 
Confidential COPENHAGEN, September 7, 1920 
My Lord :— 

With reference to my despatch Number 166 of May 22nd! I have the 
honour to report that Sir Martin Abrahamson informs me that his clearing 
house through which some commercial transactions have already been 
arranged will not receive any further amounts of Bolchevik gold from Russia, 
beyond the £200,000 already received, until the Allies have come to a 
definite arrangement about trade with Russia. The National Bank with 
whom such gold is deposited evidently fear complications if they receive more 
gold. So far only Roumania has protested against this export of gold from 
Russia. 

The Swedish Minister mentioned in conversation that when, during the 
recent meeting of Scandinavian Ministers, the question of trade with Russia 
came under discussion, the Danish and Swedish Ministers spoke so pessi- 
mistically about their commercial experiences with the Bolcheviks that the 


t Not printed. This enclosed a copy of ‘the new agreement concluded between Sir Martin 
Abrahamson and Mr. Krassin regarding the establishment at Copenhagen of a clearing- 
house for trade with Soviet Russia’. 
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Norwegian Ministers said that they would never have commenced negotia- 
tions with Litvinoff if they had known that the other Scandinavian countries 
were so disillusioned as to the prospects of trade with Russia. 

I am sending a copy of this despatch to His Majesty’s Ministers at Chris- 
tiania and Stockholm and I should be grateful if a copy could be com- 
municated to the Department of Overseas Trade with reference to Mr. 
Turner’s despatch Number 521 of Overseas Trade B. of the 4th instant.? 

I have, &c., 
H. A. Grant WATSON 


2 Not traced in Foreign Office archives. 


No. 770 


Admiral Sir 7. de Robeck (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Recewed September 11, 11.55 a.m.) 


No. 995 Telegraphic [214309/1089/38] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, September 8, 1920, 2.10 p.m. 


Italian High Commissioner has addressed to me and my French colleague 
a Note in which he objects to orders issued in conformity with your telegram 
No. 593 of June goth! and invites us to instruct our Port Authorities not to 
put any impediment in the way of Italian vessels trading va Constantinople 
with Bolshevik ports. 

He quotes notice issued by Supreme Council on 16th January (concerning) 
free commercial intercourse between Allied and neutral peoples and people 
of Russia? and also a communication made to his Government in neutral .. .3 
notifying their suppression of all restrictions so far as trade with Russia 
excepting in arms and ammunition. 

I should be glad of instructions as to what reply I should return also your 
views of action to be taken should Wrangel declare a blockade of Sovyet 
ports in Black Sea.‘ 

Repeated to Rome No. 43. 


t No. 733. 

2 See Vol. II, No. 76, Appendix A. 

3 The text is here uncertain. 

4 No reply from the Foreign Office has been traced in Foreign Office archives, but on 
Nov. 11 the Admiralty instructed Admiral de Robeck that ‘there should be no restrictions 
on commercial trade in the Black Sea unless there is ground to suspect that in particular 
vessels arms are concealed which are intended to assist the Turkish Nationalist Forces .. .’. 


772 


No. 771 
Earl Curzon to H.M. Representatives at Berlin, Washington, and The Hague 
No. 302' Telegraphic [214161/142549/38] 


Secret FOREIGN OFFICE, September 8, 1920, 11 p.m. 


My three immediately preceding telegrams repeat three telegrams re- 
ceived from Christiania.? 

Please do what you can to obtain information about the gold transactions 
referred to: in particular what use this gold is being put to, what contracts if 
any are being concluded in respect of the gold and also whether the gold is 
being held as cover for credits or being sold outright. 

I should also be glad to know the names of the people concerned in these 
transactions and if you have any evidence that any of the gold is being used 
for propaganda purposes. 


1 No. 302 to Berlin, No. 726 to Washington, No. 130 to The Hague. 


2 i.e. Christiania telegram No. 181 of Sept. 2 (not printed), No. 184 of Sept. 3 (see 
No. 766, n. 1), and No. 190 of Sept. 5 (No. 766). 


No. 772 
Sir H. Dering (Sofia) to Earl Curzon (Received September 12, 3.45 p.m.) 
No. 109 Telegraphic [214313/1089/38] 


SOFIA, September 9, 1920, 3.30 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 65.' Arms for Wrangel. 

I have received written assurance from Prime Minister that necessary 
measures have been taken to prevent similar transactions being realised. 
Judicial proceedings are in progress against Maitoff’s local partner. I hear 
that Maitoff is now being employed by French Intelligence here in Sofia. 


™ No. 759. 


No. 773 
Earl Curzon to Sir H. Dering (Sofa) 
No. 70 Telegraphic [213419/1089/38] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, September 10, 1920, 4 p.m. 
Your despatch No. 303 (of August 21st).! 
His Majesty’s Government have no intention of helping General Wrangel 
either directly or indirectly. You should accordingly insist on strict execution 
by Bulgarian Government of Treaty of Neuilly.? 


1 Not printed. This concerned alleged supplies of war material from Bulgaria to Gen. 
Wrangel. 2 See No. 311, n. 2. 
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No. 774 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Leslie (Reval) 


No. 238 Telegraphic [213908/9/38] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, September 11, 1920! 

Following for Tchitcherine. 

Information has been received by His Majesty’s Government from various 
British subjects recently repatriated to this country that in spite of Monsieur 
Litvinoff’s assurances to the contrary the Soviet Authorities in towns other 
than Moscow and Petrograd have taken no steps by press notice or otherwise 
to inform the British residents in outlying districts that facilities were being 
offered for their repatriation, and that it was only by chance that they them- 
selves had heard of the opportunity by reading old Moscow or Petrograd 
newspapers which accidentally came into their possession. 

In view of these statements His Majesty’s Government trust that the Soviet 
Government will instruct all local authorities to publish as widely as possible 
the fact that British subjects are free to leave Russia. 


! The time of despatch is not recorded. 


No. 775 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Leslie (Reval) 


No. 239 Telegraphic [214409/142549/38| 
Confidential FOREIGN OFFICE, September 11, 1920, 7 p.m. 


M. Kamenef, having been recalled by his Government to report, is leaving 
for Moscow vid Newcastle, Gothenburg, Reval, early next week.! Unless you 
reccive instructions to the contrary you should not grant him a return visa. 


1 Cf. No. 782 below. 


No. 776 
Earl Curzon to Colonel Tallents (Riga) 
No. 271 Telegraphic (213339/210888/38] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, September 11, 1920, 7 p.m. 

My telegram No. 255.! 

Cabinet have now decided that persons named therein are not to be per- 
mitted to return to this country. You should therefore definitely refuse visas 
on this ground. 

Repeated to Reval No. 242, Helsingfors No. 214, Stockholm No. 123 and 
Christiania No. 114. 


t No. 765. 
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No. 777 
Commander Luke ( Tiflis) to Earl Curzon (Received September 17, 7.50 p.m.) 


No. 399 Telegraphic [214863/207907/38] 
Very urgent. Immediate TIFLIS, September 12, 1920! 


My telegram No. 3902. Huseinov has now replied to my letter of September 
6th and has sent me a copy of telegram from him to Chicherin for Litvinoff 
instructing latter to reassure His Majesty’s Government that Azerbaijan 
Soviet will agree to release of British prisoners at Baku in exchange for 
Turkish Nationalist prisoners arrested in Constantinople. 

Since Huseinov’s arrival here I have endeavoured to arrange a meeting 
with him in order that we should have better conditions for prisoners pending 
release. He first sent verbal message through Alshioma [? Alshibaya], which 
according to latter was intended to be offensive, to the effect that if I wanted 
to see him I could go to his office. I stipulated that I could only see him on 
neutral ground, namely Georgian Foreign Office. Meeting finally took place 
there by appointment this afternoon after Huseinov had kept (? meeting) 
waiting for one hour. I endeavoured to secure firstly, permission for prisoners 
to send and receive mails, secondly, [? ten] hours’ exercise in their yard,3 
thirdly, immediate release of Hewelcke on ground of ill-health, fourthly, per- 
mission for Gray* and his family and any English ladies to leave Azerbaijan. 
Huseinov agreed to the first, subject to censorship by Baku Foreign Office, 
(stc),5 agreed in principle to second, refused third but said he would allow 
Hewelcke to live as in own house, said he would consider fourth on return to 
Baku. Procés-verbaux despatch follows.‘ 

Meanwhile I venture to utter a warning against belief apparently enter- 
tained by English Press to the effect that since their transfer from Bailov 
prison our prisoners enjoy comparative liberty. According to information 
from Georgian Mission at Baku such is I am told not the case, their confine- 
ment continuing to be extremely rigorous.’ 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 310. 


t This telegram appears to have been drafted on Sept. 12 and forwarded from Con- 
stantinople on Sept. 17 at 2 a.m. 

2 In this telegram of Sept. 6 (not printed) Commander Luke reported that M. Alshibaya 
and M. Huseinov were now in Tiflis and that he had that day transmitted to M. Huseinov, 
through the Georgian Foreign Office, a formal letter in accordance with Lord Curzon’s 
instruction in No. 752 (cf. No. 763). 

3 The text here appears to be corrupt. In a letter of Sept. 12 sent by Commander Luke 
to M. Huseinov summarizing ‘the points agreed upon’ at their interview, the following is 
recorded: ‘(ii) You agreed in principle to my request that the hours during which the 
prisoners are allowed to exercise in the yard of the house where they are detained should be 
extended from four to ten...’. 

4 Mr. F. A. G. Gray, former H.M. Acting Vice-Consul at Tabriz, had been detained in 
Baku while returning to England. 

5 Printed as in the original. In the procés-verbaux of this interview, received on Oct. 14 
as enclosure in Tiflis despatch No. 294 of Sept. 16, the phrase read: ‘by Baku Commissariat 
for Foreign Affairs’. 6 See n. 5 above. 

7 A note on the file here reads: ‘this last paragraph has now been dealt with in the Press. 
F. R. Harris 22/9’. See The Times, Aug. 17, p. 15 and Sept. 21, p. 10. 
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No. 778 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Leslie (Reval) 


No. 243 Telegraphic [213881/213881/38| 


FOREIGN OFFICE, September 13, 1920, 6 p.m. 


Following for Tchicherine, Moscow. 

On July 17th His Majesty’s Government forwarded a wireless message to 
you! making enquiries regarding British subjects in Russia certain of wham 
were mentioned by name, more especially Nora Macpherson, James Max- 
well, Annie Maxwell, George Gibson, Albert Dick, Annie Wardropper, 
Alice Murphy, John Atkins, Jobling, Mary Winter, Mrs. Kennedy and 
Professor Wilson, all of whom have at different times been reported as im- 
prisoned. 

The only reply hitherto received on this subject is a statement made by 
M. Litvinoff six weeks later at Copenhagen and reported to His Majesty’s 
Government on September 3rd? to the effect that Mrs. Mackenzie Kennedy 
had been detained in Russia for implication in what he called the Paul 
Dukes conspiracy.2 M. Litvinoff did not know whether this lady was still 
in prison, but said he would enquire further. 

Such a reply cannot but be looked upon by His Majesty’s Government and 
the British public, whose interest has long been focussed on these prisoners, 
as extremely unsatisfactory and evasive. No reference whatever is made to 
eleven of the twelve above-mentioned persons for whom information was 
asked by name and whose whereabouts cannot but be known to you, whereas 
Mrs. Kennedy is stated to have been involved in a conspiracy in the existence 
of which His Majesty’s Government cannot and do not, believe. They 
recollect that some similar charge was brought against Mr. North at Moscow 
and that he was acquitted,* and they cannot therefore accept as conclusive 
the bare statement that a lady should be detained owing to a plot said to 
have been engineered by a person who is well known to have left Russia a 
year ago. 

His Majesty’s Government therefore request once more to be informed of 
the present whereabouts and the state of health of the persons above named, 
and to demand their immediate repatriation in accordance with their tele- 
gram of September 6th forwarded to you from Copenhagen. They further 
require information about Lieutenant-Colonel Johnston and the other 
British officers and men who were captured in Siberia and who are reported 
to be in prison in Moscow and insufficiently fed, for whose continued deten- 
tion there is no possible justification.® 


1 Foreign Office telegram No. 193 to Reval, not printed. 

2 In Copenhagen despatch No. 352, not printed. 3 Cf. No. 758, n. 4. 

4 The Rev. F. W. North, British chaplain in Moscow, had been arrested on March 22, 
1920, on a charge of being implicated in a White Russian plot in Petrograd in Nov. 1919. 

5 No. 767. 

6 M. Kamenev was also handed a memorandum relating to British subjects still in 
Russia, before he returned to Moscow. 
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No. 779 


Mr. Knatchbull-Hugessen (The Hague) to Earl Curzon 
(Recewed September 15, 10 a.m.) 


No. 160 Telegraphic (214558/142549/38| 
Confidential | THE HAGUE, September 14, 1920, 7 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 726 to Washington. ! 

I questioned Minister for Foreign Affairs privately on September 11th. 
He knew nothing but promised information. 

In the meantime enquiries from other official sources have elicited reliable 
statement that transactions are purely commercial. 

Arrival of over three million in gold in Holland is admitted by Amster- 
damsche Bank. This is said to be based on statistical difference in value of 
gold here and in Scandinavia. Approximate figures given show purchase 
price in Scandinavia to be sixteen hundred and forty-eight (1648) florins and 
value in Holland eighteen hundred and twenty-eight (1828) florins. Bank 
above-mentioned state that quantity of gold has already been sold to Java 
Bank (Netherlands Government Bank in East Indies) and is to be shipped 
to Dutch Indian possessions. They declare that none of the profits are being 
used for propaganda. 

Although these particulars do not perhaps tally with information in 
Sir M. Findlay’s telegrams as to coal purchases,? I have every reason to think 
them reliable. 

I will report any further particulars I can obtain.3 


1 No. 771. 2 See e.g. No. 766. 

3 In his subsequent telegram No. 161 of Sept. 15 (not printed) Mr. Knatchbull-Hugessen 
confirmed that the view of the bullion transaction taken by ‘the Netherland Minister 
[? Ministry] for Foreign Affairs was that stated in the foregoing telegram’. 


No. 780 


Sir M. Findlay (Christiania) to Earl Curzon 
(Recerved September 15, 11.35 a.m.) 


No. 202 Telegraphic [214589/142549/38] 
Secret CHRISTIANIA, September 14, 1920, 7.15 p.m. 
My telegram No. 198! and your telegram No. 110.2 
I again asked Minister for Foreign Affairs to-day whether he had seen 
documents respecting the purchases which it was alleged recent export of 
gold roubles was intended to cover. He had not, but had made exhaustive 
enquiries. He showed me a confidential letter from Volckmar, manager of 


t Of Sept. 11, not printed. This had reported exports of gold roubles from the Norwegian 
Handels Bank to the Berliner Handelsgesellschaft. 2 See No. 766, n. 2. 
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Norwegian Handels Bank stating that gold in question had been sold to 
first-class banks abroad in default of a market here in order to obtain cash 
in foreign currency with which to meet reimbursements for purchases made 
by N. Juul and Company. Cash received by his bank for gold sold... .3 
only paid out against documents for such purchases and could not possibly 
be used for propaganda; such purchases hitherto were exclusively coal from 
America, several cargoes of which were now on the way. Letter concluded 
with the expression of a hope that Norway might soon be in a position to 
reap advantages of trade with Russia now exclusively reaped by America. 

I again urged His Excellency to insist on seeing documents himself. I gave 
reported subvention to ‘Daily Herald’* as a manner in which Bolshevik 
funds were being used and insisted that every precaution should be taken to 
ensure against use of money in question to aggravate British labour crisis by 
which Norway would be the first to suffer in more ways than one. 


3 The text is here uncertain. 4 See No. 782 below. 


No. 781 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Leslie (Reval) 


No. 249 Telegraphic [214409/142549/38| 
Secret FOREIGN OFFICE, September 15, 1920, II p.m. 
I understand Kameneff possesses a paper which purports to be a copy of 


instructions to you to grant him a return visa. Should he present this docu- 
ment you should disregard it, and act on my telegram No. 239.! 


1 No. 775. 


No. 782 


A Summary of Relations between His Majesty’s Government and the Soviet 
Government, from April 1920 to September 12, 1920! 


Memorandum by Commander H. F. B. Maxse 
[214830/142549/38] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, September 15, 1920 


On January 16, 1920, the Supreme Council decided ‘to give facilities to 
the Russian co-operative organisations which are in direct touch with the 
peasantry throughout Russia, so that they could arrange for the import into 
Russia of clothing, medicines, agricultural machinery and the other necessaries 
of which the Russian people are in sore need, in exchange for grain, flax, &c., 
of which Russia has surplus supplies.’2 

1 Copies of this memorandum were sent on Sept. 23 to H.M. Representatives at Chris- 
tiania, Copenhagen, Helsingfors, Riga, Stockholm, and Warsaw. 

2 See Vol. II, No. 76, Appendix A. 
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Considerable difficulties arose in giving effect to this decision, principally 
in connection with the constitution of the members of the Delegation of the 
Russian co-operatives. The Russians wished to send M. Litvinoff, who, in 
consequence of his conduct in this country in 1918, was not persona grata to 
H.M.G. Eventually a meeting was arranged at Copenhagen at the beginning 
of April, between the representatives of the Supreme Council and the Russian 
co-operative Delegates. Telegram No. 389 from Mr. Grant Watson: re- 
ported the result of this conference, at which it had become apparent that 
there were certain political considerations which must be settled before 
effective trading could be resumed between Russia and Western Europe. 

The Delegates of the Supreme Economic Council went to San Remo to 
report the result of their conference, and at the same time (April 12) M. Krassin 
sent a telegram‘ to the chairman of the Supreme Economic Council suggest- 
ing that it was necessary ‘in the first place to agree on broad outlines, on 
general conditions for re-establishing economic and commercial agreements 
between countries in question, which requires formal negotiations and 
definite agreement.’ On the 25th April the Supreme Council, through 
M. Nitti, replied to M. Krassin that ‘the Allied representatives will be pre- 
pared to discuss with the Russian Delegation the best method of removing 
the obstacles and difficulties in the way of the resumption of peaceful trade 
relations, with the desire of finding solutions in the general interests of 
Europe.’5 On the following day the Supreme Council decided® to empower 
the Permanent Committee of the Supreme Economic Council— 


(a2) To make such arrangements with the Russian Delegation as are neces- 
sary to enable trade with Russia to be resumed as rapidly as possible. 

(6) To discuss with the Russian Delegation, and to submit to the Allied 
Governments, general questions arising out of the resumption of such 
trade. 

(¢) Generally to devise measures which shall render surplus Russian food- 
stuffs and raw material available as soon as possible for the rest of the 
world. 

(2) To consult with the representatives of the United States Government, 
of neutral Governments, and of the Secretariat of the League of 
Nations when necessary. 


The question of the constitution of the Russian Mission still presented a 
certain amount of difficulty as the Russians tried hard to obtain permission 
for M. Litvinoff to come to England. The Supreme Council remained firm, 
however, and eventually a Delegation headed by M. Krassin reached this 
country on May 27th. Before the Delegation were allowed to land they had 
to sign an undertaking not to engage in any form of political propaganda in 
this country. 

To facilitate the relations between the various departments of H.M.G. 


3 Of April 8 (drafted on April 7), not printed. 


4 Not traced in Foreign Office archives. 
5 See Vol. VIII, No. 20, Appendix 1. 6 See Vol. VIII, No. 20, minute 1. 
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and the Supreme Economic Council, the Prime Minister set up an Inter- 
Departmental Committee called the Russian Trade Committee to advise the 
British Delegate on the Supreme Economic Council on the main lines of 
policy to be adopted towards the Russian Delegation. All the Government 
Departments interested had their representatives on this body, which 
attempted to thrash out the details of the various problems in connection 
with Russian trade. Apart from interviews with the Supreme Economic 
Council, M. Krassin had two or three interviews with the Prime Minister, 
supported by other members of the Cabinet.’ 

The execution of the purely trading policy was constantly being hampered 
by the actions of the Soviet Government, principally those in connection with 
the treatment of our prisoners, and the attempts of the Soviet Government to 
stir up trouble in the Middle East and other places where British interests 
were effected [stc]. Moreover, it gradually became more apparent that there 
was an intimate connection between the reopening of trade relations and 
these and other political issues. Perhaps the most difficult point intimately 
connected with trade was the question of the legal title of the Soviet Govern- 
ment to any of their trade assets until they had been recognised as a de facto 
Government. 

An exchange of Notes between H.M.G. and M. Krassin culminated in 
the British Government’s reply of June joth, in which H.M.G. definitely 
laid down the four conditions under which the British Empire was prepared 
to resume trade relations with Russia. These conditions were:— 


1. A mutual undertaking to refrain from hostile actions, and from attempt- 
ing any Official propaganda direct or indirect against the institutions 
of either party, with particular reference to the propaganda of the 
Soviet Govt. among the ‘peoples of Asia.’ 

2. That all British subjects in Russia should be immediately permitted to 
return home, all Russian subjects in Great Britain and other parts of 
the British Empire being similarly released. 

3. That the Soviet Government, in return for a similar undertaking from 
the British Government, agrees to recognise in principle that it is liable 
to pay compensation to private citizens who have supplied goods or 
services to Russia for which they have not been paid. 

4. Mutual reservation of the right of either party to object to the entry as 
an Official agent of any person who is non grata to itself. 


M. Krassin returned to Moscow with this reply, which was accepted in 
principle by the Soviet Government in a telegram of July 7th.§ In the mean- 
time, however, the Polish crisis had arisen, and, after the consultation of the 
Supreme Economic Council at Spa, the British Government proposed hold- 
ing a conference in London to settle, firstly, the relations between Russia and 
the Border States, and afterwards the relations between Russia and Western 


7 See Vol. VIII, Nos. 24, 25, and 37. 
8 See No. 3 in list in Introd. Note to this chapter. 
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Europe. At the same time they intervened in order to bring about an 
armistice between Poland and Russia. The Soviet Govt., however, insisted 
that relations with Poland in particular and the Border States in general 
were best carried out between Russia and the other party, without the 
mediation of West European Powers.? 

Pending a solution of this crisis, the Soviet Delegation, to which M. 
Kameneff had now been added, were informed that they should not return 
to this country until an armistice was agreed to between Poland and Russia 
(July 2oth).'° Russia having accepted the Polish proposals for Armistice 
and Peace Negotiations,!! M. Tchicherine was informed on July 26th that 
H.M.G. were ready to receive the Russian Trade Delegation.'2 This Russian 
Delegation now consisted of two parts, (1) the Peace Delegation who, at the 
request of the British Government, were authorised to prepare the agenda 
for the London Conference and also to discuss the more political side of the 
relations between Russia and Great Britain;!3 (2) the original Trade Dele- 
gation. Owing partly to the continued unsatisfactory treatment accorded to 
British nationals in Russia, and partly to the failure of the Polish and Soviet 
delegates to conclude a definite armistice, the actual negotiations in London 
hung fire. 

Meanwhile, evidence from various sources had been accumulating that 
the members of the Russian Delegation in England were breaking the pledges 
they had given to abstain from propaganda in every shape in this country. 
On August 1gth a series of telegrams was published showing that the Soviet 
Government had offered to subsidise the ‘Daily Herald’.'* It also became 
known that certain members of the Russian Delegation had had relations of 
a suspicious character with the Council of Action and with certain members 
of Parliament and leaders of extreme thought in this country, with the result 
that the question of the expulsion of the Russian Delegation from England 
was considered by the Cabinet. 

The Council of Action came into being at the height of the Russo-Polish 
crisis and appeared to be an attempt by organized labour to interfere directly 
in the conduct of foreign affairs. 

On September gth, however, M. Kameneff received orders to return to 
Moscow for consultation with his Government, and the Prime Minister 
thereupon took the opportunity of pointing out to him that his conduct, and 
that of the other members of the Delegation had not been above suspicion, 
and the Prime Minister added that in these circumstances it was clearly 
impossible for him to continue to hold political negotiations.'5 MM. Milutin 
[stc] and Rothstein having already left the country, after the departure of 
M. Kameneff, on September 11th, only the Russian Trade Delegation proper 
remained in England. 

The present intention of H.M.G. is to endeavour to conclude a purely 


®° In M. Chicherin’s note of July 17; see ibid., No. 5. 


10 See ibid., No. 6. 11 See ibid., No. 7. 
12 See ibid., No. 8. 13 See ibid., No. 11. 
14 See The Times of Aug. 19, p. 10. 15 See Vol. VIII, No. go. 
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trade agreement with this Delegation, and to await further developments 
before resuming any sort of political negotiations.'® 


16 A further ‘Summary of Relations between His Majesty’s Government and the Soviet 
Government’, dated Dec. 30, 1920 and covering the period Sept. 12 to Dec. 22, was subse- 
quently prepared by Commander H. F. B. Maxse and is printed in the Introd. Note to 
Vol. VIII, Chap. XV. 


No. 783 


Mr. Grant Watson (Copenhagen) to Earl Curzon 
(Received September 17, 5.30 p.m.) 


No. 726 Telegraphic (214766/142549/38| 


COPENHAGEN, September 17, 1920, 1.54 p.m. 


My telegram No. 689 of August goth.! 

Chief of Police informs me that Bolshevik gold is being received by a 
‘Finnish Committee of Stockholm’ and is sent further into Western European 
countries. Propaganda leaflets given to our sailors were all printed in Stock- 
holm and Chief of Police thinks they originate from Committee. As accord- 
ing to Danish Law only very small fines can be imposed on people distribut- 
ing such literature, Police are averse to prosecuting agents, but they are 
watching them with a view to checking their activities. 

Police are in touch with Swedish police on subject. 

Repeated to Stockholm. 

t No. 764. 


No. 784 


Sir M. Findlay (Christiania) to Earl Curzon 
(Received September 18, 10 a.m.) 


No. 206 Telegraphic [214794/204647/38| 


Secret CHRISTIANIA, September 17, 1920, 6.20 p.m. 


My telegram No. 205, secret.! 

I have just heard on reliable authority that Norwegians detained at 
Archangel have been given permission to leave Russia. 

It appears probable that negotiations between M. Litvinoff and Nor- 
wegian Government will be resumed. 

I would earnestly request instructions as to whether I should take any 
steps or deliver any message calculated to deter Norwegian Government from 
committing themselves.? 

1 Of Sept. 16, not printed. 


2 After a further request for instructions made in his telegram No. 207 of Sept. 18 (not 
printed) Sir M. Findlay was sent a copy of the memorandum printed above as No. 782. 
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I would point out that Soviet Government can well afford to allow Nor- 
wegian traders to make good profits and even to abstain from propaganda 
here in order to conduct a political offensive elsewhere especially against 
Great Britain and France which are undoubtedly their main objectives using 
Norway as a base. They could also bring pressure to bear on Allied Govern- 
ments through labour and business circles by pointing to success of a com- 
mercial agreement with Norway though it is more than doubtful whether 
agreements with countries possessing greater commerce would yield any 
corresponding advantage. 


No. 785 
Commander-in-Chief, Mediterranean, to Admiralty! 


No. 444 Telegraphic [214865/1089/38] 
September 19, 1920 


Naval engagement took place 15th September between nine Bolshevik 
armed merchant vessels and four armed vessels of South Russian Govern- 
ment. Three of former damaged, one of latter sunk. French are supplying 
a little oil for Wrangel’s ships and may give active support if Reds try to 
invade Crimea which Wrangel fears. Wrangel asked for help of British 
destroyers. I directed them not to move from their stations. 

1 A copy of this telegram was sent to the Foreign Office by the Admiralty on Sept. 19. 


No. 786 
Mr. Ramsay" (Stockholm) to Earl Curzon (Received September 21, 9.20 a.m.) 
No. 261 Telegraphic [214884/142549/38] 


Confidential STOCKHOLM, September 20, 1920, 8.20 p.m. 


My telegram No. 260.? 

Minister for Foreign Affairs recently told me that he was trying to trace 
reported payments from Stockholm to ‘Daily Herald’ but that he had not 
yet been successful. I made no reply. 

Do you wish any communication to be made to His Excellency if he re- 
verts to question? 

Freedom of speech and press being a fundamental law only occasions on 
which Swedish Government are able to proceed against activities of Ex- 
tremists is when their action gives rise to just complaint of foreign Govern- 
ment. 

1 H.M. Chargé d’Affaires at Stockholm. 

2 Of Sept. 20. This stated that ‘Nordiska Press Centralen has published information from 
official sources in London to the effect that British Authorities have complete proofs that 
Daily Herald \ast spring received cheques issued by Strom and Lundquist.’ It added 
that Hr. Lundquist had sent a written démenti to the press while Hr. Strom had verbally 
denied the accusation. 
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No. 787 


Memorandum by Commander H. F. B. Maxse on the Economic Poltcy to be 
adopted towards Russia generally 


[214830/1425 49/38] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, September 20, 1920 


Apart from the ‘Border States’ there are now two Governments established 
in Russia proper, the Soviet Government, and the Government of General 
Wrangel. The course of the Trade Negotiations between His Majesty’s 
Government and the Soviet Government of Russia is set out in my memo- 
randum of the 15th September! (proof copy attached). On September 14th 
the Cabinet decided to instruct Mr. Wise to complete the draft Russian 
Trade agreement, with a view to its presentation to the Allied Delegates on 
the permanent Committee of the Supreme Economic Council, and to M. 
Krassin for their consideration. 

With regard to General Wrangel’s Government various reports have been 
received which show that there are a certain number of opportunities for 
trading in South Russia, and that French and American competition is very 
active in those quarters. The Department of Overseas Trade are anxious 
that a definite decision should be taken as to what our economic policy 
towards General Wrangel’s Government is to be, in order that they may 
give a definite answer to the numerous enquiries they are receiving from 
British firms. 

It is obvious that neither of the two contending Governments in Russia 
is able to speak authoritatively for the whole of Russia, and therefore it is 
impossible for His Majesty’s Government to accord recognition to either of 
the two Governments. But if it is possible to conclude a trading agreement 
with the Communist Soviet Government, it would appear to be equally 
possible eventually to conclude a trading agreement with the Government of 
General Wrangel. Before, however, such a policy could be considered it is 
necessary to obtain more information than we possess at present about the 
economic possibilities of South Russia. Moreover, if we permit British 
traders to trade at their own risk with Soviet Russia, we surely ought to allow 
them to trade in a similar manner with South Russia. 

General Wrangel’s Government is apparently paying great attention to 
its economic policy, and is showing marked improvement over General 
Denikin’s Government, both in financial arrangements and in customs 
questions. Unless we accept the Soviet contention that General Wrangel is 
a ‘mutineer’ it is difficult to see why we should discriminate against him from 
the point of view of trade and supply of medicines in favour of the Soviet 
Government. 

At the present moment I understand that certain of the smaller and less 
reputable British firms are trying to operate in the territory of General 


t No. 782. 2 Not attached to filed copy. 
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Wrangel, primarily with a view to filling their own pockets irrespective of the 
real economic interests of South Russia, or of the good name of British trade. 
Our sole economic representative in that part is the Vice Consul at Sevas- 
topol, and he obviously cannot in the existing circumstances cope with this 
situation. Moreover, the French are endeavouring to establish a complete 
monoply in the Crimea. They are refusing visas to Paris to Russians who 
are in any way closely connected with us, as they do not wish General 
Wrangel to be informed from the other side of all that is going on in financial 
circles in Paris. Certain Russian financiers are known to be trying to sell the 
whole economic future of South Russia to France—and this is not likely to 
be beneficial to anyone, least of all to France. 

It would therefore seem desirable in the interests of British Trade in 
general and of South Russia itself that British Trade relations with this part 
of the world should be put on a proper footing, and the first step towards this 
would be the appointment of an economic Commissioner to report on the 
general situation and the best policy to pursue. It is probable that General 
Wrangel would be prepared to give facilities to a British Economic Com- 
missioner in South Russia, even if this official were not accredited to General 
Wrangel direct but were appointed as a special investigator to report to 
His Majesty’s Government. The latter course might obviate some of the 
more obvious disadvantages of accrediting him to General Wrangel direct. 
The announcement of such an appointment simultaneously with the con- 
clusion of the Trade Agreement with Soviet Russia would be the clearest 
proof that His Majesty’s Government were adopting a policy of non-inter- 


vention in Russia. 
H. F. B. Maxse 


No. 788 
Str G. Grahame (Brussels)! to Earl Curzon (Received September 24) 


No. 670 [215092/142549/38] 
BRUSSELS, September 21, 1920 
My Lord, 

The President of the Council spoke to me today about some proposals 
made by Mr. Wise, the British Delegate at the meeting of the Supreme 
Economic Council on the 14th inst.,2 in connection with the question of the 
negotiations for the resumption of trade with Russia. 

Monsieur Delacroix prefaced his observations by an account of the part 


1 Sir G. Grahame had been appointed H.M. Ambassador at Brussels on Aug. 24. 

2 A minute by Commander Maxse states that the ‘meeting which took place on the 
17th must be the one referred to by M. Delacroix as having taken place on the 14th instant 
as it is the only meeting there has been recently’ and that ‘the only statement made by 
Mr. Wise in the minutes of the meeting which could have any reference to political negotia- 
tions is the marked passage on page 2 (i.e. Further details would, of course, have to be settled 
later, and probably supplementary Agreements would have to be drafted)’. 
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which he had taken in the negotiations with the British and French Govern- 
ments during recent months. He remains disposed, now as in the past, to 
associate himself as far as possible with the policy of His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment. 

He had nowish to make difficulties, but there were two points in the above- 
mentioned proposals which caused him some concern. Mr. Wise had spoken 
of ‘political relations’ with the Soviet Government. Monsieur Delacroix had 
not, so far, contemplated associating the Belgian Government with negotia- 
tions other than purely commercial ones. He felt too, some disquietude at 
the idea of having to admit Russian Soviet Delegates into Belgium. He was 
greatly afraid that they would carry on propaganda among the extremist 
elements of the large Belgian industrial population. It was true that, accord- 
ing to the proposals, each Government could refuse to admit to their country 
a Russian Delegate who was a ‘persona non grata’ but it was difficult to 
know beforehand what any given Russian Delegate might do once he was in 
the country. 

I have, &c., 
GEORGE GRAHAME 


No. 789 


Mr. Grant Watson (Copenhagen) to Earl Curzon 
(Received September 24, 11.10 p.m.) 


No. 742 Telegraphic [215116/9/38] 


COPENHAGEN, September 24, 1920, 8 p.m. 

My telegram No. 741.! 

As Litvinoff may be returning to Moscow, could not final effort be made 
to arrange date for final exchange of all prisoners? For instance would it not 
be possible for His Majesty's Government to promise to repatriate all 
Russians vid Esthonia, say before December 15th, if Russian Government 
will undertake to send all British subjects, including prisoners at Baku, to 
frontier? Soviet Government will presumably require further concessions 
before releasing British subjects ‘convicted of grave offences’, but could not 
effort be made to ascertain what concessions would satisfy Soviet Govern- 
ment? 

If this matter cannot be arranged direct with Moscow or by direct negotia- 
tions with Soviet representatives at Reval or elsewhere, could not authority 
be given to Red Cross representative to arrange details of such an exchange 
direct with Litvinoff if possible before latter leaves for Russia, but in such a 
manner as not to give him excuse for remaining longer in Scandinavia? 

Repeated to Christiania by post. 


1 Of Sept. 23, not printed. 
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No. 790 
Earl Curzon to Sir G. Grahame (Brussels) 


No. 695 [215092/142549/38] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, September 30, 1920 
Sir, 7 

I have received your despatch No. 670 reporting your conversation with 
the President of the Council on the subject of the trade negotiations with 
Russia.1 You may assure Monsieur Delacroix that His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment have no intention of entering into any political relations with the 
Soviet Government at the present moment. The ‘political relations’ which 
Mr. Wise spoke about at the meeting of the Supreme Council simply referred 
to the final peace settlement with Russia to which certain outstanding 
questions, such as claims against the Russian Government were to be rele- 
gated. Such negotiations could not possibly take place until the Soviet 
Government have shown themselves more ready to live in real peace with 
the states of Western Europe than they have done at present. 

The tentative draft agreement which has been prepared specifically covers 
propaganda by Soviet agents in that if any Soviet delegates engage in propa- 
ganda the trade agreement will automatically lapse. The agreement has 
been so drafted that it automatically ceases to exist should any of the four 
conditions laid down in the British Note of June 3oth? remain unfulfilled or 
be subsequently broken. The agreement also reserves the right for Great 
Britain, or any Power making an agreement on similar lines, to refuse ad- 
mission to any delegate who is not a persona grata. 

Iam, &c., 
(For the Secretary of State), 
J. D. Grecory 


™ No. 788. 2 See No. 2 in list in Introd. Note to this chapter. 


No. 791 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Scott! (Alexandria) 


No. 859 Telegraphic [203398/146362/38| 
Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, October 8, 1920, 6 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 570? does not categorically deny allegations of ill- 
treatment made by Litvinoff as repeated to you in my telegram No. 485.3 


* The Hon. E. S. Scott, H.M. Acting High Commissioner in Egypt from Aug. 5 to 
Nov. 12, 1920. 

2 In this telegram of June 12 (received June 13 at 9.35 a.m.) Lord Allenby had reported 
that there were at Kantara 109 Russians who had been captured by the Turks and that 
enquiries were being made concerning their repatriation. 

3 This telegram of May 26 repeated to Cairo Mr. Grant Watson’s telegram No. 544 of 
May 20 from Copenhagen, which read: ‘One hundred and twenty nine Russian prisoners 
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Please telegraph whether there was any truth at all in story of ill-treat- 
ment.* 


of war are imprisoned at Kantara Egypt and complain of treatment described by them as 
régime of (? insult) according to (? letter) received by Litvinoff from them dated April 27th. 
Litvinoff claims their repatriation under agreement.’ 

4 In his telegram No. 1078 of Nov. 11, received Nov. 15 at 4.50 p.m., Mr. Scott reported 
that: ‘Charges of ill-treatment are categorically denied.’ 


No. 792 
Earl Curzon to the Earl of Derby (Parts) 


No. 1136 Telegraphic (C 9349/328/19] 


Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, October 25, 1920, 6 p.m. 


British Military Representative, Sofia, reported October 2oth that 10,200 
rifles and 8 million rounds small-arm ammunition for General Wrangel were 
being loaded at Varna on Bulgarian steamer ‘Boris,’ which has been re- 
quisitioned by French authorities. 

Please bring matter immediately before Ambassadors’ Conference, re- 
minding them of the refusal of Great Britain, who is represented on the 
Commission of Control in Bulgaria, to take part in the supply of military 
material to General Wrangel and insisting that instructions be sent at once 
to General de Fourtou, President of the Commission, to stop the loading at 
Varna.! 


1 In his reply (Paris telegram No. 1252 of Oct. 27, not printed) Lord Derby stated that 
he had Gen. Weygand’s assurance that the rifles and ammunition were intended for Georgia 
and Armenia and not for Gen. Wrangel and that Marshal Foch had given a definite order 
that nothing from Bulgarian surplus stock was to be sent to Gen. Wrangel before partition 
had been made between the Allies. He concluded: ‘In these circumstances I do not propose, 
pending further instructions, to bring the matter before the Conference of Ambassadors.’ 
Foreign Office telegram No. 1169 of Oct. 29 to Lord Derby read: ‘It is not necessary to take 
further action.’ Cf. Nos. 455 and 612 above. 


No. 793 
Mr. Lonergan' (Reval) to Earl Curzon (Received October 26, 12 noon) 
No. 271 Telegraphic [N 1301/265/38] 


REVAL, October 25, 1920, 7.5 p.m. 


Bolshevik delegates in Reval are using every effort to secure at least half 
million yards of cloth and if possible half million boots. British Commercial 
agents have approached me to ask whether His Majesty’s Government will 
grant the necessary export license [sic]. 


! H.M. temporary Vice-Consul at Reval. 
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No. 794 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Leslie (Reval) 
No. 290 Telegraphic [N 1087/57/38] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, October 26, 1920, 4 p.m. 


Following for Monsieur Tchitcherine Moscow from Earl Curzon. 

Babushkin and his party will leave England on October 27th: further 
details and full names of the party will be telegraphed to you as soon as 
possible. 

A ship conveying Russians from Egypt, Chanak and Constantinople will 
probably leave Constantinople on November 3rd accompanied by a light 
cruiser and destroyer. Owing to minefields off Odessa the convoy will await 
Soviet vessels sent to meet it from Odessa at a point about 20 miles South of 
Odessa where transfer of Russians, numbering about 300, will take place. 
The precise date and hour will be communicated to you as soon as possible, 
daylight of November 5th being probably the earliest on which this can be 
done. 

His Majesty’s Government request that you communicate the above to 
your representatives at Baku and Tiflis and to your authorities at Odessa in 
order that there may be no hitch in the arrangements. 

His Majesty’s Government expect the arrival at Tiflis of the British 
prisoners and civilians detained at Baku to synchronize with the arrival off 
Odessa of the Russians mentioned above, and will be glad to learn that the 
Soviet Government has sent instructions to that effect. This is the more 
important as regards Tiflis as telegraphic communication between that town 
and this country has recently been slow and uncertain. 


No. 795 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Leslie (Reval) 
No. 292 Telegraphic [N 1078/57/38] 


Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, October 27, 1920, 3 p.m. 


Following for Tchitcherine, Moscow, from Earl Curzon of Kedleston in 
continuation of his telegram of October 26th.! 

I have received a telegram dated October 21st from His Majesty’s repre- 
sentative at Tiflis? stating that he is in touch with your representative and 
with that of the Azerbaijan Government. The former has informed him that 
he has received the necessary instructions from you, but that as the matter 
primarily concerns Azerbaijan, the representative of the latter must begin 
the conversations. 

Considerable delay has resulted, as the Azerbaijan representative received 
a telegram on October 15th from his Government, instructing him to conduct 


™ No. 794. 2 Tiflis telegram No. 445, not printed. 
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negotiations on the lines of a despatch which was being sent by messenger. 
This despatch had not reached Tiflis by October 21st. Further the Azer- 
baijan representative has declared that his instructions are that he is to 
negotiate through the Georgian Government. These continued delays and 
invention of fresh excuses for doing nothing create the worst impression and 
it is difficult to believe that if the Soviet Government were really in earnest 
in securing the release of the prisoners this would not have been done long ago. 

His Majesty’s Government must urge the Soviet Government once again 
to exert its influence at Baku and insist on the immediate release of the 
prisoners, lest the agreement reached by the recent exchange of notes should 
even now break down. 

Repeated to Tiflis No. 328. 


No. 796 
M. Krassin to Mr. Gregory (Received October 29) 


[WV 1456/57/38] 
LONDON, October 28, 1920 


M. Krassin presents his compliments to Mr. J. Gregory, and in accordance 
with arrangements arrived at last night, begs to enclose the telegram to the 
Russian Government representative in Tiflis, which telegram Mr. Gregory 
was kind enough to promise to despatch by quickest possible route.! 


™ In his telegram No. 329 of Oct. 28 to Tiflis Lord Curzon informed Col. Stokes (who was 
on special mission to Tiflis and Batum, see No. 582 above) of M. Krassin’s telegram to the 
Soviet Russian representative at Tiflis and instructed him to report the result. 


ENcLosureE IN No. 796 
To the Representative of the Soviet Government, Tiflis 


As a result of the exchange of notes at the beginning of October,? the Soviet 
Government and the Government of Great Britain agreed to a mutual ex- 
change of their prisoners and those under arrest; on that date the Soviet 
Government promised to give every help it could to get the prisoners released 
from Baku. The Soviet Government proposed to the British Government a 
meeting of the representatives of Azerbaijan and Great Britain at Tiflis; it 
further promised the co-operation of its representative at Tiflis. Meanwhile, 
Great Britain complains of delays even at the beginning of the negotiations. 
I inform you that, according to the declaration of Great Britain, the latter 
will not agree to any exchange until the prisoners from Baku are set free. 
According to the words of the British Government, the exchange must be 


2 The reference is to the notes published in the Daily Telegraph and listed in the Introd. 
Note to this chapter (Nos. 15-21). 
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simultaneous on both sides. My instructions from Moscow state that our 
Government has decided to do everything to set free all prisoners and those 
under arrest. I further beg you speedily to get into touch with Chicherin in 
Moscow, and the Government in Baku about this question, and to do every- 
thing possible to solve this question before the end of next week. Please con- 
firm the receipt of this telegram, likewise keep me au courant with everything. 
October 28th. No. 4334. KRrassin. 


No. 797 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Kidston" (Helsing fors) 
No. 249 Telegraphic [N 1088/57/38] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, October 29, 1920, 9 p.m. 

My telegram No. 247.2 

We still have no indication that the release of the Baku prisoners is im- 
minent, and consequently it will probably be necessary to hold up Babushkin 
and his party, who left on the ‘Ariadne’ on the evening of the 27th. 

His Majesty’s Government are anxious to avoid causing any embarrass- 
ment to the Finnish Government by taking off the party just outside Helsing- 
fors, and they have therefore decided to intercept the ‘Ariadne’ in the 
neighbourhood of Danzig, convey her into that port, and there transfer the 
Russians in question to a British cruiser. They will be detained until the 
Baku release is effected and then taken to Helsingfors. Please explain 
matters to the Minister for Foreign Affairs. 

It appears that the Captain of the ‘Ariadne’ consented to take the Russians 
on board only on condition that they would be met at Helsingfors by British 
Consul and their passage through Finland effected without delay. You 
should accordingly see that this is done when they eventually arrive. 

Repeated to Danzig. No. 43. 


1 H.M. Minister at Helsingfors. 2 Of Oct. 27, not printed. 


No. 798 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Lonergan (Reval) 
No. 294 Telegraphic [N 1301/265/38) 


FOREIGN OFFICE, October 29, 1920, 9 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 271.! 

No license would be required for export of goods in question from United 
Kingdom to Reval whence they could be forwarded to Russia. No legal 
means exist for preventing exports consigned to Reval but known to be 
intended for ultimate delivery to Russia. It is however policy of His Majesty’s 
Government to prevent acquisition of such articles by Bolsheviks if they can 
and you should therefore discourage agents who have approached you so 
far as you properly can. 

™ No. 793- 
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No. 799 
Mr. Kidston (Helsing fors) to Earl Curzon (Received October 31, 9.30 a.m.) 
No. 661 Telegraphic [N 1547/57/38] 


HELSINGFORS, October 30, 1920, 11 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 249.! 

I fear it is now too late to alter decision but I venture to point out that the 
arrest of largest and most important vessel of Finnish Mercantile Marine on 
the high seas in time of peace and her diversion to a foreign port in order to 
remove passengers whom we ourselves put on board, apparently against the 
wish of the Captain, is likely, far from relieving the Finnish Government of 
embarrassment, to create a deplorable impression here. I expect claims for 
damages from the owners and possibly from the passengers and Finnish 
Government. 

I have spoken to Minister for Foreign Affairs as instructed. He takes the 
matter philosophically and believes there must be a mistake as to nationality 
of vessel. If so he hopes that it will be candidly avowed by His Majesty’s 
Government. He says that full advantage will be taken of the incident by 
pro-German party here and expects to be attacked personally. 

I have just received a telegram from Fitzhugh? reporting that 23 British 
subjects have been handed to him at the frontier. 

When our action with regard to Russians becomes known, his position 
will not be an enviable one. He has no cypher but I am endeavouring to get 
a messenger through to him to instruct him to give no assurances regarding 
Russians beyond those contained in your telegram No. 246.3 

Repeated to Danzig. 


™ No. 797. 
2 Major Fitzhugh was in the service of the British Committee of the Russian Red Cross, 


which concerned itself with Russian subjects. He also worked for British refugees—volun- 
tarily until the end of his contract with the Russo-British organization (about Dec. 11)—and 
then officially for the Foreign Office. 

3 Of Oct. 27, not printed. This had authorized Major Fitzhugh to ‘inform the Bolshevik 
frontier authorities, that they [the British subjects being repatriated] will not be removed 
from Finland until Babushkin and his party have actually crossed the Russian frontier’. 


No. 800 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Leslie (Reval) 
No. 296 Telegraphic [N 1419/163/38] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, November 2, 1920, 6 p.m. 


Following for M. Chicherin from Earl Curzon of Kedleston:— 
In reply to M. Krassin’s note of October 1rgth,' I have to state that the 
belief of His Majesty’s Government as to the aggressive intentions of the Soviet 


1 See No. 22 in list in Introd. Note to this chapter. For an earlier exchange concerning 
Soviet Russian submarine activity in the Black and Baltic Seas, see Nos. 15 and 17 in this list. 
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submarines was based on the open avowal of a Soviet Minister when launch- 
ing a submarine in the Black Sea that he hoped it would sink an Entente 
vessel. 

His Majesty’s Government did not feel justified in running this risk, and 
they now find themselves confirmed in their fears by such a vague statement 
as that contained in paragraph 4 of the note under reference,? which would 
provide a Soviet submarine commander, who desired to torpedo any of His 
Majesty’s ships, with the excuse of mistaken identity. Further the Soviet 
forces in the Black Sea are still engaged 1n acts of open hostility against British 
interests, in which submarines may at any time be engaged. 

If the Soviet Government desires to bring this situation to an end it can 
do so at once by giving the assurances called for in my message of October oth. 


2 This paragraph read: ‘In view of the peace which has now been concluded by the 
Russian Government with all the border States and with Finland and of the armistice 
signed with Poland, the war operations of the Russian submarines will be limited to the 
Black Sea only, against the ships of General Wrangel and against any ships of his allies 
which may participate directly in any hostile action against Soviet Russia.’ 

3 Namely the assurances originally required in the British note of June 30, see Nos. 2 and 
20 In the list in the Introd. Note. 


No. 801 
Commander-in-Chief, Mediterranean, to Admiralty' 
No. 538 & Telegraphic [N 1817/57/38] 


November 2, 1920 


If Soviet insist on impossible conditions before British prisoners are allowed 
across Georgian—Azerbaijan Frontier or show by dilatory or obstructive 
conduct disinclination to carry out the mutual agreement I ask for a free 
hand to, firstly, threaten, and to, secondly, carry out bombardment of 
Odessa by Aircraft and by H.M. Ships from the sea to bring Soviet to reason. 
French found threat effective recently when sending Russian prisoners to 
Odessa. I submit that extreme measures are fully justified to prevent our 
prisoners being sent back to Baku when we had clearly shown our good faith 
by bringing Bolsheviks all the way from Egypt and Turkey to the rendezvous 
off Odessa. I trust this contingency will not arise but wish to be in a position 
to act immediately should it be necessary.? 


1 A copy of this telegram was sent by the Admiralty to the Foreign Office on Nov. 3. 

2 In a letter of Nov. 3 to the Admiralty Mr. Gregory wrote that Lord Curzon considered 
that ‘no useful purpose would be served by threatening at this juncture to bombard Odessa 
by sea and air in the event of the non-release of the British prisoners at Baku’. 
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No. 802 
Note from M. Krassin to Earl Curzon (Received November 3) 


[WV 1759/57/38] 
LONDON, November 2, 1920 

M. Krassin presents his compliments to Lord Curzon of Kedleston and 
begs to inform him that he has received instructions from his Government to 
make the following communication :— 

In reply to the British Government’s communication received on October 
26th dealing with the trans-shipment of Russian citizens to Odessa on British 
transport-ships,'! in which communication the British Government asks the 
Russian Government to meet this transport 20 miles from the shore, the 
Russian and Ukrainian Soviet Governments express their willingness to do so. 

Since then the Russian Government has received a communication sug- 
gesting that the final details in this matter be arranged by wireless with the 
British Naval Command in Constantinople.? Unfortunately, wireless com- 
munication between Odessa and Constantinople is not to be depended upon, 
and may make such arrangements impracticable. 

The Russian Government is also taking energetic steps with the Azerbaijan 
Government with reference to the repatriation of prisoners in Baku and it 
expects during the next few days a favourable result with regard to these 
negotiations. 

The Russian Government takes this opportunity of again informing the 
British Government that British prisoners from Siberia, grave offenders and 
other British subjects crossed the Finnish frontier on Saturday, October goth. 
The remainder will be delivered without delay. 

The Russian Government is quite sure that the British Government realises 
the fact that this arrangement with the Azerbaijan Government is not an 
easy matter, especially as it is a matter dealing with the internal administra- 
tion of another country. The Russian Government would also point out that 
communications between Moscow and Baku are difficult owing to the 
country having been devastated by Denikin’s forces and hence communica- 
tions having been destroyed. 


1 No. 794. 2 Lord Curzon’s telegram No. 293 of Oct. 29 to Reval, not printed. 


No. 803 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Leslie (Reval) 
No. 302 Telegraphic [N 1831/57/38] 
Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, November 4, 1920, 3.5 p.m. 


My telegram No. 301.! 
Following for M. Chicherin, Moscow :— 
I received yesterday the telegram No. 7819 dated October 31st? sent me 


1 Of Nov. 4. This repeated Baku telegram No. 7819 referred to in the present telegram. 
2 Printed in 134 H.C. Deb. 5 s., col. 563. 
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vid Moscow by the President of Azerbaijan Government stating that the 
British prisoners at Baku have been released and that they will be sent to 
Tiflis. 

I therefore hasten to inform you that M. Babushkin and party will be 
immediately conveyed to Finland from Danzig for repatriation and will be 
landed on receipt of a message that the Baku prisoners have reached Tiflis. 
The release of prisoners from Egypt and Constantinople will also take place 
according to plan. 

Ends. 

Repeated to Helsingfors, No. 259, Constantinople, No. 1050, and Tiflis, 
No. 341. 


No. 804 


Mr. Kidston (Helsing fors) to Earl Curzon 
(Received November 9, 10.35 p.m.) 


No. 678 Telegraphic [N 2181/57/38] 


HELSINGFORS, November 9, 1920, 8.15 p.m. 


Evening (? papers) announce that in answer to question in House of 
Commons, Mr. Harmsworth! stated that Finnish Government had made 
no protest against diversion of ‘Ariadne’ and that they would, he felt sure, 
recognise that action of His Majesty’s Government was fully justified.? 

Minister for Foreign Affairs has sent to me to point out that this statement 
is calculated to reopen Press discussion and raise demands for a formal 
protest which he may not be able to resist. He is inserting official com- 
muniqué in Press to-morrow. 

I do not yet know whether order to divert vessel was given with full know- 
ledge of her Finnish nationality, nor have I received any information what- 
soever with regard to incident or attitude I should adopt. If action was taken 
as result of misunderstanding as to nationality of vessel would it not be better 
to say so as originally suggested by Minister for Foreign Affairs (see my 
telegram No. 661).3 

t Mr. C. B. Harmsworth, Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs. 

2 See 134 H.C. Deb. 5 s., col. 834. 3 No. 799. 


No. 805 
M. Krassin to Earl Curzon (Received November 10) 
[N 2218/70/38] 
LONDON, November 9, 1920 


M. Krassin presents his compliments to Lord Curzon of Kedleston, and, in 
accordance with instructions received from Moscow, begs to enclose herewith 
a Note from his Government.! 


t This Soviet Note is referred to in Vol. VIII, Introd. Note to Chap. XV. 
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ENCLosurE IN No. 805 


Note from Soviet Russian Government 
November 9, 1920 


In Lord Curzon’s Note to the Russian Government, dated October gth,? 
the British Government insists on an immediate cessation of all alleged 
hostile actions and propaganda directed against the British Empire in the 
East and bases this demand upon the understanding proposed by the British 
Note of June 3oth, and agreed to by the Russian Government in its Note of 
July 7th.3 At the same time, the British Government declare that they ‘will 
hold the Soviet Government faithfully to a redemption of this pledge’ and, 
that for their own part, [? they] ‘renew their own allegiance to the reciprocal 
obligations simultaneously entered into by them.’ 

In order to avoid every possible misunderstanding, the Russian Govern- 
ment deems it necessary to repeat that the coming into force of the under- 
standing of the Notes of June goth and July 7th is inseparable from and 
dependent upon the conclusion of a trade agreement between the Russian 
and the British Governments. This is made clear by the very text of the 
British Note of June goth, in which the British Government demands a 
categorical reply from the Russian Government as to ‘whether Russia is 
prepared to enter into a trade agreement with the British Empire and other 
Powers on the following conditions,’ after which the Note proceeds to specify 
the conditions referred to, viz., a mutual cessation of hostile action and 
propaganda, and exchange of prisoners, &c. 

It is plain, therefore, beyond all possibility of doubt, that the British 
Government itself, in its Note of June goth, regarded the obligations stated 
therein as contingent upon the conclusion of a trade agreement, and, there- 
fore, considered that the clauses relating to propaganda, hostile actions, 
prisoners of war, and the recognition by the Russian Governments [sic] of a 
certain class of private debts, were to be regarded as operative only if and 
when the trade agreement between the two countries should be concluded 
and should come into force. 

Such was also the Russian Government’s point of view to which it con- 
tinues to adhere. Desiring to accelerate the coming into force of the condi- 
tions set out in the British Note of June 3oth, the Russian Government, in its 
Note of October 6th, which was sent to Lord Curzon by M. Krassin,* asked 
the British Government to fix the time for the resumption of trade negotia- 
tions, and at the same time declared its willingness to set free all British 
subjects detained in Russia, even without waiting for the conclusion of a 
trade agreement, though, as a matter of fact, it was under no obligation 
to do so. 

The British Government gave no definite answer to this question as to the 


2 See No. 20 in list in Introd. Note to this chapter. 

3 See ibid., Nos. 2 and 3. 

4 See ibid., No. 19. This note, addressed to Mr. Lloyd George, was received in the 
Foreign Office on Oct. 8. 
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resumption of trade relations, but made that resumption dependent, not only 
on the Russian Government’s confirming the contingent obligations it had 
taken upon itself by the exchange of Notes of June goth and July 7th, but on 
its accepting the interpretations of those obligations set out in Lord Curzon’s 
Note of October gth. 

The Russian Government has already declared, and now repeats that it is 
willing to accept the understanding of June 3oth and July 7th in its entirety, 
and to carry it out with the utmost care and precision. The Russian Govern- 
ment further declares that it considers the aforesaid agreement to become 
actually operative only in its entirety, i.e., upon the conclusion of a trade 
agreement. The Russian Government does not consider that the British 
Government has at present (1.e., before the signature of a trade agreement) 
any right to base upon the agreement of June joth and July 7th any protest 
against actions or policy of the Russian Government in the East to which it 
may take objection. The Russian Government, for its part, could also submit 
numerous proofs of extremely unfriendly policy on the part of the British 
Government towards the Russian Republic during the last few months; but, 
it refrains from doing so pending the conclusion of the trade agreement. 

The Russian Government is firmly convinced that the final removal of 
causes of mutual complaint and protest is possible only by further developing 
and translating into more concrete form the clauses of the agreement of 
June goth and July 7th, which refers to abstention by both sides from hostile 
action and propaganda. 

The Russian Government aims at the establishing of complete clearness 
in its relations with the British Government, and at the removal of all possi- 
bility of ambiguous or incorrect understanding or interpretation of the 
obligations assumed by both parties. 

However, the work of rendering these undertakings into concrete form 
cannot be carried out by the exchange of notes, but necessitates personal 
formal negotiations between plenipotentiaries and experts appointed by the 
two Governments. 

Unfortunately the Russian Government is forced to point out that the 
carrying into effect of the agreement of June goth and July 7th has been 
delayed by the action of the British Government in evading and postponing 
the necessary negotiations by raising objections to the personnel of the 
Russian Delegation, and by insisting on the withdrawal or objecting to the 
admission of certain of its members. But, animated by an unchanging desire 
to secure the speedy establishment of stable and friendly relations, the 
Russian Government again proposes to the British Government immediately 
upon the conclusion of the trade agreement, they should commence the 
necessary negotiations with reference to the above-mentioned points con- 
cerning political agreement. The Russian Government does not doubt that 
these negotiations will lead to the results which are desirable for both sides, 
and is ready for this purpose to despatch a political delegation to England or 
to any other place which may be mutually agreed upon.s 


$ For the Russian text of the foregoing note see D.V.P.S.S.S.R., vol. iti, No. 170. An 
English translation was printed in Soviet Russia, vol. ili, pp. 595-6. 
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No. 806 


Admiral Sir F. de Robeck (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received November 11, 11.45 a.m.) 


No. 1191 Telegraphic [N 2284/46/38] 


Very urgent CONSTANTINOPLE, November 10, 1920, 11.55 p.m. 


General Wrangel’s situation is reported to be critical and he has tele- 
graphed begging for our assistance in evacuating all women and children 
from Crimea. I should be glad of immediate instructions as to what attitude 
His Majesty’s Government wish me to adopt with regard to assisting in 
humanitarian work of saving these people from Bolshevik excesses. Should 
His Majesty’s Government decide that their declared policy of withholding 
support from Wrangel should extend to refusal of British help in saving lives 
of women and children it is likely nevertheless that we may find ourselves in 
near future faced with a situation at Constantinople as serious as that which 
presented itself after evacuation of Novorossisk. 

Russians have ships which can bring away up to 20,000 people. 

If these ships filled with refugees arrive in this port what provision is to be 
made for them? They cannot be landed here as town is already overcrowded 
with refugees from Asia Minor, Thrace, and with returned Turkish prisoners 
of war whom Turkish Government has not been able to send on to their 
homes. Owing to reduction in strength our Military Authorities are not now 
in a position to provide supplies or other material assistance. We cannot, 
however, contemplate allowing refugees to remain destitute and unprovided 
for in their ships here whilst we are in control of Constantinople. 

It is therefore obvious that it will be necessary to send them on to.. .! 
destination, and place and method of their disposal demand immediate 
serious consideration. 

I should be glad if I might receive earliest possible instructions on this 
subject as I may at any moment be confronted with necessity of arranging for 
disposal of many thousands of refugees. 


! The text is here uncertain. 


No. 807 
Mr, Leslie (Reval) to Earl Curzon (Recetved November 11) 
No. 280 Telegraphic [N 2266/70/38] 


REVAL, November 10, 1920 


Following from Chicherin. Begins. November gth!:— 
The Russian Government begs to draw the attention of the British Govern- 
ment to the utterly unsatisfactory state in which the negotiations for the 


1 This telegram is referred to in Vol. VIII, Introd. Note to Chap. XV. For the Russian 
text see D.V.P.S.S.S.R., vol. ili, No. 171. An English translation was printed in Soviet Russia, 


vol. iil, p. 594. 
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renewal of commercial intercourse and the re-establishment ofnormal relations 
between the two countries have now landed. More than ten months have 
now elapsed since the Allied Supreme Council issued its invitation to the 
Russian Soviet Government to enter into negotiations for the resumption of 
economic relations and it is now more than four months since a formal agree- 
ment initiated by the British Government itself and laying down the condi- 
tions on which trade was to be resumed and peace negotiations begun 
between Great Britain and Russia was reached by an exchange of Notes. 
Throughout this time Soviet Russia acted with a promptitude and in a spirit 
of accommodation and loyalty which clearly demonstrated its sincere desire 
for peace and peaceful work. Attacked, harassed and conspired against [by] 
the Allied Governments ever since its accession to power just three years ago 
the Russian Soviet Government nevertheless was ready to forget and forgive 
all past wrongs in order to give peace and opportunity for reconstruction, 
not only to its own hard-tried country but also to the rest of Europe and Asia 
exhausted after the inhuman devastation of the late wars. Although Russia 
was being attacked by enemies furnished with weapons and funds and morally 
supported by Great Britain, who moreover found no effective word of rebuke 
for them while actually negotiating with the representatives of the Soviet 
Government, the latter continued to exercise every forbearance, and to show 
in a practical manner the conciliatory spirit with which it was animated. 
To its utmost regret the Soviet Government has to record the fact that it 
was not met with the same spirit on the part of the British Government; it 
has on the contrary seen every imaginable obstacle put in the way of the 
smooth proceeding of the negotiations and has been made to feel on numer- 
ous occasions as if the British Government so far from being anxious to reach 
a satisfactory settlement of the questions at issue were seeking for a pretext 
to protract or to break off the negotiations entirely. The last-mentioned 
point finds its illustrations in the hectoring tone of many of the British 
Government’s Notes, in the habit absolutely unprecedented in the history 
of diplomatic negotiations between two sovereign powers of serving ulti- 
matums upon the Soviet Government in and out of season, in the many 
attempts made to influence the choice of the Russian Delegates and to 
eliminate from the Delegation all political representatives of the Soviet 
Government in order to place it at a disadvantage in all political discussions 
which the British Government itself was constantly introducing into negotia- 
tions originally meant to be in the first stage at any rate entirely economic. 
The obstructionist character of the policy of the British Government has 
been exhibited also in the numerous attempts made to delay the negotiations 
on every imaginable pretext. The first considerable delay was caused by the 
extension quite novel in the practice of international law by the British 
Government in the case of M. Litvinoff of the conception of persona grata to 
trade and peace negotiations; then delay was caused by the introduction in 
the economic conversations of a number of entirely irrelevant political 
questions such as exchange of prisoners and political propaganda as to which 
the head of the truncated delegation, Mr. Krassin, had either no information 
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or no power then although a basic trade agreement has been concluded. 
The question of Poland, a wholly political question, was suddenly brought 
up and made the pretext for postponing all further economic conversations 
and even for preventing from returning to England Mr. Rothstein a member 
of the Delegation who had gone to Moscow with the approval of the British 
Government to report on the state of negotiations. The language held at that 
time by the British Government was one of ultimatums and threats and had 
absolutely nothing to do with the objects for which the Soviet delegation had 
been invited to London; yet when the Soviet troops had evacuated Polish terri- 
tory and the conclusion of a preliminary peace between Russia and Poland 
was imminent, the economic negotiations were not resumed and instead the 
Chairman of the Delegation, Mr. Kameneff, was asked to leave England on 
the baseless charge of interfering in the internal affairs of the country. While 
continuing the blockade of Russia by withholding export licences for goods 
destined for Russia and even by seizing steamers with cargoes bound for 
Russian ports as in the case of the Italian steamer ‘Ancona’, the British 
Government nevertheless demanded from the Soviet Government the fulfil- 
ment of its obligations in the matter of the release of prisoners, and of the 
cessation of propaganda, obligations which were to enter into force only after 
the conclusion of a trade agreement and on the completion of the political 
negotiations which have unfortunately been broken off by the British Govern- 
ment with the exclusion of Mr. Kameneff from England. The British 
Government went even so far as to suggest to the Soviet Government the 
coercion of the independent Republic of Azerbaijan for the release of some 
British prisoners for whose detention the Soviet Government has no responsi- 
bility. —The Soviet Government has since by using its good offices with the 
Azerbaijan Government succeeded in obtaining the release of these prisoners 
but has so far heard nothing about the resumption of the negotiations for 
carrying into effect the trade agreement concluded as far back as July 7th. 
Indeed some recent statements in the House of Commons by British Cabinet 
Ministers give the impression that new pretexts may be sought after for 
further delaying the fulfilment of this agreement. 

Itisinno mere spirit ofrecrimination that the Soviet Government has thought 
fit to bring all these facts under the notice of the British Government. Now as 
before the Soviet Government is solely animated by a desire to restore peace 
to its own country to the entire east of Europe and to Asia and in enumerating 
the above-mentioned incidents it is only anxious to show that it bears no 
responsibility whatsoever for the monstrous delay in coming to an economic 
and political agreement with the British Government whose duty it would 
now at last seem to be to prove to the Soviet Government, to the British 
people, and to the world at large whether or not it is sincere in its professions 
of peace and economic reconstruction. Having taken every pain in meeting 
the wishes of the British Government on various questions, having exercised 
great patience in face of numerous acts of provocations [sic], having lastly 
incurred the expense and inconvenience of sending to and maintaining in 
London for nearly seven months a Delegation whose members are urgently 
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wanted in Russia itself where work of utmost importance demands the de- 
voted and energetic cooperation of every single Russian citizen, the Soviet 
Government considers that matters can no longer be allowed to drag on in 
the manner in which they have dragged on these last ten months and that, 
unless the British Government is prepared to enter into negotiations for a 
complete trade agreement, it will regretfully have to admit that its protracted 
efforts, in spite of all its good will, have failed this time as completely as they 
did on previous occasions and will draw the necessary conclusions. It there- 
fore asks the British Government to give a straight and prompt answer to the 
question whether it is prepared to accede to its suggestion for immediate 
negotiations for the above-mentioned objects. In view of the grave issues at 
stake the Soviet Government hopes to receive a satisfactory reply and further 
expects that the trade agreement will immediately be followed or accom- 
panied by negotiations for peace and restoration of normal relations through 
properly constituted bodies of fully authorised delegates appointed by each 
side at its own discretion and that the British Government will agree that the 
Conference should meet in London or some neutral city selected by mutual 
consent. No. 8337. 


No. 808 


Earl Curzon to Mr. Kidston (Helsing fors) 
No. 267 Telegraphic [N 2181/57/38] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, November 11, 1920, 6 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 678 (November oth.)! 

We were fully aware that the ‘Ariadne’ was a Finnish ship when it was 
decided to divert her to Danzig, but the statement attributed to British naval 
officers, as reported in your telegram No. 663,? that ‘Finnish Government 
in conjunction with English Government have ordered “Ariadne’’ into 
Danzig’ was unauthorised, and is incorrect. 

Babushkin was allowed to leave this country because we believed we were 
on the point of hearing of the release of the Baku prisoners and we hoped up 
to the last moment that it would be unnecessary to take any steps to interfere 
with his journey. As soon as the action to stop him became inevitable, a full 
explanation was given to the Finnish Minister. 

Our original intention was, as you are aware, to induce the Finnish 
Government to hold up Babushkin in Finland, but, when it became evident 
from your telegram No. 6533 that this presented difficulties, we fell back on 


t No. 804. 2 Of Nov. 1, not printed. 

3 In this telegram of Oct. 26 (not printed) Mr. Kidston had stated: ‘I doubt if it will be 
possible for Finnish Government to hold up Russians at frontier at our request since peace 
[i.e. between Finland and Soviet Russia], which has been already ratified at Moscow, may 
be ratified here also before they arrive and in any case it would be very difficult for them to 
detain Russian subjects now that peace is signed.’ 
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the idea of taking Babushkin off the ‘Ariadne’ on to a destroyer outside 
Helsingfors, then, when that in turn proved impracticable from a naval 
point of view, we resorted to the expedient of intercepting the ‘Ariadne’ and 
removing Babushkin to Danzig. Our whole object in adopting one of the 
two latter alternatives was to spare the Finnish Government embarrassment, 
and you cannot make this sufficiently clear to the Minister for Foreign Affairs. 


No. 809 


Earl Curzon to Admiral Sir F. de Robeck (Constantinople) 
No. 1085 Telegraphic [N 2284/46/38] 


Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, November 13, 1920, 2.45 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 119!.! 

His Majesty’s Government cannot assume any further responsibility in 
respect of refugees from South Russia other than those of British nationality 
or in any way assist them to escape. 

I am repeating your telegram to His Majesty’s Ambassador at Paris and 
I am instructing him? to point out that refugees cannot be allowed to land at 
Constantinople and that as the French Government has recognised the South 
Russian Government, it must take sole responsibility for destination of 
refugees. 

Similarly His Majesty’s Government are not prepared to take any action 
for the removal of ships belonging to General Wrangel now in Black Sea 
ports. 

You should let it be generally known both in Constantinople and if 
possible in the Crimea, that His Majesty’s Government cannot undertake 
any further responsibilities whatsoever towards the refugees, pointing out at 
the same time that His Majesty’s Government offered to mediate between 
General Wrangel and the Soviet Government early this year in order to 
bring about an arrangement which would make it unnecessary for any 
further refugees to leave South Russia, but that their proposal was rejected 
by General Wrangel. You should add that no further refugees can be sent 
to Lemnos, Cyprus or Egypt, and in conclusion attention should be drawn 
to the enormous financial liabilities which His Majesty’s Government have 
already assumed in connection with the refugees, amounting for this year 
alone to the sum of nearly £1,000,000. 

You should inform French High Commissioner and Russian representative. 


1 No. 806. 
2 In Foreign Office telegram No. 1225 of Nov. 13 to Paris, not printed. 
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No. 810 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Kidston (Helsing fors) 
No. 269 Telegraphic [N 2259/57/38] 


Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, November 13, 1920, 7 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 679 (November roth).! 

We undertook on November grd to place no further obstacles in the way of 
Babushkin’s repatriation, as soon as we learned that the Baku prisoners were 
safely out of Azerbaijan. 

We have now been informed? that 61 of these have reached Tiflis and that 
the rest were due there on November oth. Consequently instructions have 
been given that Babushkin should proceed forthwith to Hangéo. 

I do not, however, think that the undertaking referred to need prevent the 
further detention of Babushkin at the Finnish-Russian frontier, pending the 
arrival of the remaining British from Petrograd, provided that this is a purely 
local arrangement and does not commit us to an absolute bargain. 

It must also be remembered that Babushkin and his party are only the first 
instalment of the Russians who are going to be repatriated from here, and 
that the repatriation of the remainder can still be suspended as a lever to 
obtain the release of the British who are still detained in Russia. 

1 Not printed. 
2 In an unnumbered Tiflis telegram of Nov. 9. Cf. 134 H.C. Deb. 5 s., col. 1016. 


No. 811 


Admiral Sir F. de Robeck (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received November 14, 10.30 a.m.) 


No. 1205 Telegraphic [N 2406/46/38] 


Very urgent CONSTANTINOPLE, November 13, 1920, 8.15 p.m. 

My telegram No. 1191.! 

M. Krivoschein called on me this morning begging me, on behalf of him- 
self, the Government of South Russia, and all that is left of the old culture 
and civilisation of Russia, to make one last urgent appeal to His Majesty’s 
Government for assistance to save the hopeless mass of civilians, women and 
children in the Crimea, whom he estimates at from 12,000 to 15,000, from 
(? massacre) and (? attendant) horrors to which they are most certainly con- 
demned on entry of victorious Bolshevik forces. 

As I have already reported it is practically impossible to permit landing of 
further refugees here. Egypt and Tunis appear indicated as climatically and 
economically most suitable places of refuge. It might be possible to render 

t No. 806. 


2 In a letter of Nov. 15 to Mr. Gregory (not printed) M. Sabline expressed his earnest 
hope that H.M.G. would consider favourably Admiral de Robeck’s suggestion that the 
refugees should be diverted to Egypt. 
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habitable, camp at Lemnos, which has just been evacuated, but that is 
climatically unsuited to winter habitation. Mitylene might offer accommo- 
dation for a certain number. 

Krivoschein begged me to solicit the intervention of His Britannic Majesty’s 
Minister at Athens with a view to securing assistance of Greek Government 
in this or any other possible direction. I acquainted him with tenour of 
instructions communicated to me by means of Admiralty in regard to absten- 
tion from assistance in evacuation and to the strict maintenance of im- 
partiality. He urged strongly that ordinary humanity demands that succour 
should not be refused to remnants of an Allied Nation signal services rendered 
by whom in earlier phases of great war coupled with their subsequent long 
and terrible sufferings entitled them to our sympathy and help at least in 
effecting escape with their bare lives from a savage and ruthless enemy.3 


3 In a following personal unnumbered telegram of the same date (not printed) Admiral 
de Robeck said that M. Krivoschein begged most urgently that his appeal might be sub- 
mitted to H.M. the King. 


No. 812 
M. Chicherin to Earl Curzon (Received November 14)! 


Telegraphic [N 2408/163/38] 
Moscow, November 14, 1920" 


Answering your message of November 3rd? which contained a reply to the 
Note of the Head of our Trade Delegation, Krassin, dated October roth,3 
you pass completely under silence the fact that M. Krassin categorically 
declared that the Russian Government does not consider itself as being at 
war with Great Britain at the present time, but you refer instead to some 
unknown declaration of a Soviet Minister who you refrain even from naming.‘ 
This person is presumed to have declared that he hoped that our submarines 
in the Black Sea would sink an Entente vessel. In view of the absence of any 
precise indications of the person, place and time referred to, we are unable 
to verify how far the information, on which your allegation is based, is correct. 
Seeing that the British Government did not ask us for any explanation con- 
cerning this alleged speech of a Soviet Minister, we cannot refrain from 
expressing our astonishment that the British Government puts forth this 
allegation as a ground for naval action against Russian submarines. 

The second ground put forth in your message is the alleged reference in 


t The times of despatch and receipt are not recorded. 2 No. 800. 
3 See No. 800, n. 1. 


4 The minister was M. Lunacharsky, Soviet Russian People’s Commissar for Public 
Instruction. 
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M. Krassin’s Note to the possibility for a Soviet submarine commander who 
would desire to torpedo a British ship on the excuse of mistaken identity. As 
a matter of fact M. Krassin’s Note spoke of the possibility for a warship of not 
recognising the nationality of a submarine, but did not contain the least 
reference to the possibility of a mistaken identity of a British warship. The 
principal argument by which your message seeks to justify hostile action 
against your [stc ? our] submarines is the declaration that they are en- 
gaged in acts of open hostility against British interests in the Black Sea. 
The Russian Government is at a loss to understand what British interests are 
referred to, seeing that no British Possessions or Protectorates are situated 
on the shores of the Black Sea, and at any rate the British Government never 
notified us that any of these regions had ever become a British possession. In 
reality the only forces against which the Soviet Army and Navy are engaged 
on the Black Sea, are the forces of Wrangel whom the British Government 
declared not to support any more after his offensive against Soviet Russia. 

In view of your message of November 3rd the Russian Government is 
compelled to ask the British Government whether Wrangel’s interests are to 
be henceforth considered as being British interests. In case of a negative 
answer, the Russian Government must consider your declaration concerning 
our submarines as being based upon a misunderstanding and confidently 
expects that the British Government will canccl the order referred to in your 
message.5 


5 The Russian text of the foregoing telegram is printed in D.V.P.S.S.S.R., vol. ili, p. 175. 
An English translation, dated Nov. 13, appeared in Soviet Russia, vol. ii, p. 594. 


No. 813 


Admiral Sir F. de Robeck (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received November 15, 3.45 p.m.) 


No. 1208 Telegraphic [N 2479/46/38] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, November 15, 1920, 2 p.m. 


Many thousand refugees are arriving in French and Russian ships. French 
High Commissioner begs me to hand over to French Government on repay- 
ment, our existing installation on Zemnos [sic] for purpose of receiving some 
refugees. French would if necessary assume duties of policing, etc., at present 
undertaken by our Marines. 

I venture to submit this proposal for your urgent consideration as it appears 
to me to offer very advantageous occasion to dispose of installation in question 
without in any way engaging our responsibility whilst a refusal might create 
most embarrassing situation should French apply independently to Greek 
Government for permission to use the island. 
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No. 814 
Commander-in-Chief, Mediterranean, to Admtralty' 


[WV 2552/46/38] 
November 15, 1920 

Situation report :— 

All British Subjects who wish to leave have been withdrawn from Crimea. 
All H.M. ships have left Crimea. About 12,000 refugees have arrived in 
French and Russian steamers and are at anchor off Seraglio Point where all 
ships from the Crimea have been ordered by the French to assemble. About 
28,000 more refugees expected. Half this total of 40,000 refugees are soldiers. 
All effective Russian warships including submarines are believed to be on 
their way to Constantinople with Russian flag aft and French flag at the 
main. Wrangel and staff coming in Russian cruiser ‘Korniloff’. A French 
commission is handling the whole question. 


1 This telegram was communicated by telephone to the Foreign Office from the Ade 
miralty on Nov. 16. 


No. 815 
M. Chicherin to Earl Curzon (Received November 16, 8 p.m.) 
No. 8801 Telegraphic [N 2559/46/38] 


moscow, November 15, 1920! 


Indications received from various sources lead us to the assumption that 
it is intended to use British vessels for bringing Wrangel, the remnants of his 
forces and the goods he had appropriated in South Russia to some other 
shore. It cannot be doubted that the participation of the British Navy in 
these movements of the insurgents who are fighting against Russia would be 
a hostile action on the part of the British Government against the Russian 
Republic and a violation of the assurances repeatedly given to us in this 
respect by the British Government. 

The Russian Government confidently expects that the British Government 
will refrain from such acts from which the Russian Government would have 
to draw the conclusions that would impose themselves.? 


1 The time of despatch is not recorded. 
2 For the Russian text of the foregoing telegram see D.V.P.S.S.S.R., vol. ii, No. 178. 
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No. 816 
Earl Curzon to Admiral Sir 7. de Robeck (Constantinople) 
No. 1097 Telegraphic [N 2406/46/38] 


Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, November 16, 1920, 10 p.m. 


Russian refugees. 

Your telegram No. 1205 of 13th Noveniber: I 

You should reply to M. Krivoschein in the sense of the penultimate para- 
graph of my telegram No. 1085 (November 13th).? 


' No. 811. 2 No. 809. 


No. 817 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Leslie (Reval) 


No. 305 Telegraphic [N 2348/57/38] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, November 17, 1920, 9 p.m. 


Following for M. Chicherin from Earl Curzon of Kedleston. Begins:— 

The senior officer of the Siberian Mission which has now reached Finland 
reports to His Majesty’s Government that Mrs. Stan Harding and Miss 
Bowler were at the time of his departure still detained in prison or in a con- 
centration camp at Moscow. In your note of October joth! which M. 
Krassin communicated to me on November tst, you stated that ‘Britishers 
sentenced to prison for grave offences and many British civilians are being 
delivered to-day’ and you added that ‘other Britishers rapidly brought to 
same border.’ 

His Majesty’s Government have been waiting from day to day to hear that 
this second party had been put across the Finnish frontier but hitherto they 
have waited in vain. 

Though it is true that the Siberian Mission and some of the ‘grave offenders’ 
have been permitted to leave Russia, several of the latter whose names were 
specifically mentioned in my telegram of the 9th October? remain not 
accounted for. Further no information has yet been received from the Soviet 
Government concerning a large proportion of the persons mentioned by 
name in the list handed to M. Kameneff and in the lists since forwarded to 
you through Reval. 

We have specific information for instance also given us by the senior 
officer of the Siberian Mission, that among the British subjects still detained 
at Moscow are the following :— 

Julia Roy and son, Alex. Schechlaw, Gerrard family of four, C. Carlyle, 
William and Catherina Eastwood, Georgina Diggle, Victoria Watt and 


t Not here printed; see No. 23 in list in Introd. Note to this chapter. 
2 See ibid., No. 20. 


807 


Henry Bavatt: and there is no reason to suppose that this in any way exhausts 
the list. 

At Petrograd also there are reported still to be at least seventy-six persons 
whose names we possess out of the list which was sent over a month ago to 
Reval for communication to your agent there and given simultaneously to 
M. Krassin here. 

Finally there are reported to be still twenty British subjects detained at 
Saratoff. 

M. Krassin has recently given us a list of Russians whose repatriation the 
Soviet Government desires in addition to M. Babushkin and his party. 
Anxious as I am to complete the general exchange I am unable to arrange 
for the return of these persons until I hear that the remainder of the British 
subjects have reached the Finnish frontier. 


No. 818 


Memorandum by Commander Maxse on the political aspect of trading with 
Russa 


[W 2966/207/38) 
FOREIGN OFFICE, November 22, 1920 


For better or for worse His Majesty’s Government are definitely com- 
mitted to a policy of trading with Russia. The present moment would seem 
opportune for a review of the factors involved in this policy, and for an 
endeavour to define its objective and to fix the lines upon which it should be 
developed. Trading with Russia involves two main sets of considerations— 
economic and political. It has, generally speaking, been upon the former 
grounds that this policy has been advocated, and the economic issues have 
been fairly well thrashed out. Only results can show the economic value 
which may accrue to either nation, but it is perhaps permissible to point out 
that until the trial is made it is impossible to dogmatise on the results, and 
without the effort we shall not be any nearer the solution of the problem of 
how to make the economic resources of Russia once more available for the 
world. 

But it 1s upon the political results that it is desirable to concentrate atten- 
tion at the moment—economic laws will in the end assert themselves what- 
ever happens and if we are to secure political advantages from this policy we 
must envisage both economic success and economic failure. At first sight it 
may be difficult to see how economic failure may mean political success. If 
the trading agreement does not result in trade, what good can it be? In 
point of fact there are many indications that the trading agreement by itself 
will be quite insufficient to promote trade. The exportable assets of Russia 
are an unknown quantity, but not, after all that that country has been 
through, likely to be very considerable; credit is an essential lubricant to the 
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economic machine, and Soviet credit is almost non-existent; the experience 
of those who have so far attempted to conclude contracts with Russian trade 
delegations has not been such as to warrant optimism as to the practical 
results that may be expected from this essentially permissive trading agree- 
ment. Suppose, therefore, that practically no trade results, what will be the 
political position? 

To answer this question it is necessary clearly to define the objectives of 
British and Russian policy. British policy is to preserve (and develop) our 
existing institutions and economic system at home and to assist as far as may 
be the Russian people to evolve a government and economic order which 
will work in harmony with the rest of the world, and to further conditions in 
which it may be possible to achieve this result. Soviet policy is to upset the 
existing political and economic world order, in short world-revolution. The 
best weapon in the Soviet armoury 1s the cruel persecution they—the first 
proletariate government of the world—suffer at the hands of the capitalist 
governments. This weapon enables them at home to mobilise all the latent 
forces of patriotism and class consciousness, abroad it gives them a spurious 
claim on the sympathies of the down-trodden masses (or those who like 
either to think they are down-trodden or to encourage others to think they 
are). The permissive trading agreement blunts the edge of this weapon. 
Whether or no trade results, it will be no longer possible for the Soviet 
Government to excuse its own failures at home on the ground of capitalist 
blockade, or to claim sympathy abroad. Once the Soviet Government is 
robbed of its martyrs’ halo it will have to stand or fall on its own merits. If 
then, no trade results we shall have weakened the Soviet position in Russia, 
and we shall have drawn the teeth of the most dangerous opponents of our 
institutions at home. One point however must be emphasised, it is only by 
absolutely open and honest dealing on our part that this result can be 
achieved; any restrictive measures on trade, any action which could be 
construed as a ‘capitalist boycott’ would only strengthen the Soviet hands at 
home and add fuel to our internal troubles here. 

Suppose now that trade results, that Soviet Russia does begin to produce 
and to be able to pay for the goods we send her. Shall we derive any ad- 
vantages from such a result? It is fairly obvious that we shall derive economic 
advantages—there has been a good deal of over-production and certain 
trades in this country are desperately in need of fresh markets. Russia should 
be able to absorb all that we can provide, and this would lead to a reduction 
in unemployment and healthier economic conditions, which in their turn 
would begin to cut the ground from under the agitator’s feet, for social and 
economic unrest is the best ally of the Soviets in their objective of world- 
revolution. The production of such conditions would in itself be no small 
political gain at home, but how would successful trade affect our policy in 
Russia? It is probable that at first successful trade would strengthen the 
hands of the Soviet Government; but from the very facts of the case if trade 
is successful the Soviet Government will have had to moderate its economic 
practice. This has already been shown in its dealings both here and in 
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Sweden, Germany and America, where it has had to abandon principles that 
were once the keynote of communist economics. Although then successful 
trade may temporarily revive the internal prestige of the Soviets, it will be 
a very modified and much less dangerous Soviet that survives. Moreover 
with the increase of trade and increasing contact with the outside world the 
position of the local commissaries will be very different—they will then have 
opportunities for local profit which will undoubtedly increase their inde- 
pendence of Moscow, and once they see which side their bread is buttered 
it is more than probable that the days of the Communist Government as such 
will be numbered. 

Whether then actual trade results or no, it would seem that there is at least 
the opportunity of deriving considerable political benefit, and even of really 
helping to put Russia on her legs again. So long as we assist rather than 
hinder such trade as there may be, we can hope for an improved situation 
at home and a modification of the existing regime in Moscow. We shall have 
less to fear from Moscow’s propaganda, because not only will the soil here be 
less favourable, but Moscow will be otherwise preoccupied. We can never 
hope to be rid of the preachers of ‘the pure milk of Communism’ but their 
numbers and their effectiveness will diminish as the Soviet practice modifies 
or is shown to be unworkable on its own merits and not by means of external 


interference. 
F. MAxsE 


No. 819 
M. Chicherin to Earl Curzon (Received November 24, 2.30 p.m.) 
No. 1002 Telegraphic [N 3113/57/38}! 


moscow, November 23, 1920, 12.16 p.m. 


In reply to telegram of 2oth November:? Party of sixty-five British citizens 
now at Finnish frontier at Bieloostrof to be received by your representatives. 
Some other Britishers who were not able to join this echelon are brought to 
Riga with our couriers. These include Emmanuel Kennen, arrested for 
speculation, whose repatriation was asked in communication by British 
consul at Reval on 4th November, also Letitia Bowler and Stan Harding, 
mentioned in your telegram. Stan Harding came to Russia after conclusion 
of agreement to release certain grave offenders arrested up to that time. 
According to conclusive evidence reaching us at time of her arrival and 
according to her own confession, she is British secret service agent, and 
obviously not entitled to release cither on basis of Copenhagen agreement or 
proposals of goth June, which surely do not constitute carte blanche permit for 
British secret service agents in future to carry on nefarious work in Russia. 
However, Soviet Government desiring not to let question of repatriation of 
British citizens stand in way of understanding with Great Britain consented 


' Asthe filed copy of this telegram is missing, the text is here reproduced from Confidential 
Print. 2 No. 817. 
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to her release. Regrettable delay in bringing British citizens to Finnish 
frontier was caused, partly by simultaneous arrival at that frontier of 
thousands of war prisoners from Germany and from Siberia, whereby evacua- 
tion machinery was unduly overburdened, partly it is due to incorrect and 
insufficient information furnished by British Government regarding British 
citizens in Russia. Persons whose addresses were given by British Govern- 
ment could not be found at those addresses; others as Chamot and Tidmarch 
are not British citizens. In many instances British Government demands 
repatriation of divorcees and widows of Russian citizens, who, while born 
English, in Russian law are Russian citizens. Even children of Russian 
citizens having British-born mothers have been asked to be repatriated. 
Nevertheless, Soviet Government is not making issue of technicalities of such 
character, and wherever bond fide British nationality reasonably established 
permits to leave the country are granted, however, without prejudicing the 
right of Russia in future to be guided by Russian law in matter of this 
character. Incorrectness of British information also manifested by demands 
made for repatriation of Britishers such as Kellecher, Farr, Priestlet, Conlin, 
who were repatriated during August and September. Lord Curzon states in 
telegram of 20th November that anxious as he is to complete general exchange 
including return of Russians recently asked by Krassin, this cannot be done 
until remainder of British subjects have reached Finnish frontier. In view of 
above-mentioned incompleteness of British information regarding what 
constitutes this ‘remainder,’ we hold this attitude of British Government 
highly unfair and altogether in variance with spirit of confidence displayed 
by Soviet Government. Information has reached us that Russian sailors, 
Peter Michaelof, Vassily Roscikin and Abas Alaskerof, arrested by British 
in Kasvin, Persia, in 1918, and kept in abominable prisons in India, are not 
yet released, as well as other Russians arrested by British in Asia. We expect 
speedy return of these and other Russians still detained by Britain against 
their will. On our side we are making diligent searches for such British 
citizens who have not yet been located for speedy repatriation of those found. 


No. 820 


Sir A. Geddes (Washington) to Earl Curzon 
(Received November 26, 5.15 p.m.) 


No. 796 Telegraphic [N 3277/207/38] 
WASHINGTON, November 25, 19201 


. 2 return to Washington has synchronised with reinvigorated outburst 
of French inspired anti-British propaganda. Monsieur Jusserand spent two 
hours with Mr. Colby and speaking with authority as one newly from 


t The time of despatch is not recorded. 
2 The text is here uncertain. Presumably it referred to the French Ambassador, M. 
Jusserand. 
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Warsaw thoroughly (? arouse)-d him about Red activities and their danger 
to United States. 

He is trying to persuade the United States Government to protest formally 
against any trade agreement between Britain and Russia and is picturing 
Britain as a deserter from the group of allied nations before ‘that war’ 
presumably against . . .4 is over. 

As I have reported the United States Government is scared by fear of Red 
activity in New York and other great cities which are full of (? alien)-s of 
all sorts and get fuller. Further United States Government have suddenly 
realised that if wheat can be got by Britain from sources outside United 
States, their farming industry will be badly hit and there are already pro- 
posals on foot to re-create. war finance corporation to export wheat on long 
credits. This fear of wheat from Russia will undoubtedly act powerfully 
towards persuading United States Government to align itself with French 
Government in their policy with regard to Russia. 

Also if French give way on cable questions’ they may do so on terms and at 
moment they appear most to desire support on Russian policy. 


3M. Jusserand had been serving as French civilian representative on the special Anglo- 
French Missions to Poland, for the formation of which see Vol. XI, Chap. II, especially 


Nos. 336, 338, 349, and 351. 
4 The text is here uncertain. 


5 For documents relating to this subject see F.R.U.S. 1920, vol. i, pp. 132-68. 


No. 821 
Earl Curzon to Sir A. Geddes (Washington) 


No. 892 Telegraphic [N 3729/33/38] 
Secret FOREIGN OFFICE, December 1, 1920, 6 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 785 (of 23rd November).! 

Any gold can be imported into England but it cannot be re-exported 
except under licence: and such licence is not given for Russian gold. No 
special provisions as regards gold will be included in the Trade Agreement, 
except one to the effect that His Majesty’s Government will not initiate 
proceedings to impede use of Russian gold. When the Agreement 1s signed 
such gold will not be licensed for export or accepted by the Bank of Eng- 
land so long as the question of title remains unsettled. This question will 
probably be raised at once by private persons in the Courts and His Majesty’s 
Government will await the Courts’ decision before determining their future 
policy. 

This information should be regarded as extremely confidential, and you 
should not communicate it to the United States Government at all for the 
time being unless you feel positively certain that the information will in no 
event be prematurely disclosed. You should communicate as much or as 
little of it as you feel is necessary and will be safe in the circumstances. 


1 Not printed. 
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No. 822 


Memorandum by Mr. Kershaw' on British trading with the Baltic Provinces 
via Sweden? 


[W 4111/33/38] 
: STOCKHOLM, December 1, 1920 


A considerable amount of trading 1s apparently being carried on between 
British manufacturers and exporters and the Baltic Provinces, principally 
Reval, through concerns, either financial or industrial, situated in Stock- 
holm. These transactions may be divided into three principal categories, 
viz., financial, commercial, and shipping. It may be said at the outset that, 
although much is known, a great many details regarding these transactions 
will never come to light, owing to the devious channels through which they 
are, in the present abnormal conditions, compelled to be carried on. 

In the absence of official trade agreements between the United Kingdom 
and Russia on the one hand, and Sweden and Russia on the other, and the 
statement openly made by both Governments, that, with certain political 
safeguards, (e.g. the use of Russian gold for propaganda purposes, etc.,) 
trade may be carried on unfettered between private traders and the Centro- 
sojus Authorities, a considerable number of commercial transactions are at 
present being negotiated by British traders through Stockholm. The choice 
of Stockholm at this juncture as a pivotal centre arises out of the difficulties 
surrounding the questions of payment and credit. Goods cannot apparently 
be obtained from Russia at the present moment, (although the Soviet 
Authorities are prepared to give promises in this direction,) and hence the 
only method of effecting payment for imported goods is in the form of gold 
deposits. 

For many months the Swedish Press has bristled with paragraphs reporting 
the arrival in this country of Russian gold, and, as a matter of fact, it is 
reported in to-day’s ‘Dagens Nyheter’ (Stockholm) that Russian gold amount- 
ing in the aggregate to about Kr. 225,000,000 has arrived in Sweden pre- 
sumably since the opening-up of negotiations with the Soviet Authorities, 
but that only about 10% of this amount has remained in Sweden. It appears 
that licences for the re-export of about Kr. 190,000,000 have been issued, of 
which 42,500 Kgs. consisted of bar gold, and 35,350,000 Russian gold 
roubles. I am informed, after making personal enquiries, that these figures 
are approximately accurate, and are, in fact, based on particulars officially 
supplied by the Swedish Commercial Department. It is also stated that in 
addition to the direct shipments which have taken place, very considerable 
quantities of gold are brought in travellers’ personal luggage, but it is of 
course even more difficult to trace the course of this traffic. The reporter 
denies the statements which have appeared in American newspapers to the 


™ Commercial Secretary, H.M. Legation, Stockholm. 


2 A copy of this memorandum was forwarded to the Foreign Office by the Department 
of Overseas Trade on Dec. 10. 
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effect that Russian gold has usually been brought to Stockholm in Swedish 
cruisers, and asserts that gold shipments have been carried out by the 
ordinary merchant vessels, insurance being effected with an English Com- 
pany. I am disposed to think that this statement is substantially correct, and 
I have long understood that the insurance is being carried out at the low rate 
of 5/- per centum. It is important, however, to bear in mind that the afore- 
mentioned figures are only approximate; there are probably leakages which 
the Swedish Authorities are unable to detect. The writer of the article 
endeavours to convey the idea that the statements which have recently 
appeared in the Press regarding the consignment of large quantities of Soviet 
gold to the United States and England are exaggerated, and argues on the 
hypothesis that the bulk of the Soviet gold exported has passed through 
Sweden. 

A report appeared in the Swedish press a few days ago to the effect that 
Professor Lomonosov arrived in Stockholm with 20 tons of gold having a 
value of approximately Kr. 60,000,000. I have been informed that only 
about 1/3 of this amount was retained in Sweden, the remainder being sent 
to other destinations unknown. It is perhaps wise, however, not to attach 
too much credence to these repeated statements in the Press as to these large 
consignments of gold, and I think they are sometimes made for the sole 
purpose of inspiring confidence in foreign countries concerning the credit of 
the Soviet Authorities. As to what becomes of this Russian gold when it 
reaches not only Sweden but other countries can only be conjectured. It is, 
however, very probable that in many instances the gold is melted down, the 
Russian stamp obliterated, and the metal used either for currency purposes 
or for the arts. It is, moreover, not impossible that imported fine gold which 
finds its way to the London market, and which bears the stamp of an officially 
recognised foreign Government, may have been replaced in the country of 
origin by Russian gold, a course of procedure which would protect the sellers 
from international complications and at the same time leave them free to 
employ the Russian gold for maintaining the bank reserves, or for domestic 
purposes. No doubt, in this way, all trace has been lost of a large quantity 
if not most of the Soviet gold which has left Russia. 

Trading with Russia can only take place if firms can obtain definite 
guarantees regarding payment, and, on the other hand, banks will scarcely 
guarantee payment or advance credit on a gold deposit, unless the gold can 
be disposed of without the fear of its being attached on political grounds. It 
follows, therefore, that in consequence of the British Government’s refusal 
to accept, officially, Soviet gold, and furthermore, in view of the uncertainty 
which prevails in England on the general question of this gold, British traders, 
especially textile manufacturers and exporters possessing large stocks of 
clothing materials have for some considerable time been sending their 
experienced representatives to Stockholm with the object not only of dis- 
posing commercially of goods to accredited Centrosojus representatives, but 
also of negotiating with Swedish public and private banks for the disposal, 
on terms, of fine gold which, according to the conditions of purchase laid 
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down by one or other of the well-known concerns established in London and 
Reval, would be deposited with the National Bank of Esthonia. 

I am under the impression that the Soviet fine gold passes hands in Reval 
at a flat price of 105/- per oz., as contrasted with the London rate of about 
118/- per oz. In these circumstances, it is obvious that the Swedish banks 
will not engage in this traffic except on the most favourable terms. Never- 
theless, some of the terms offered by Swedish banks are decidedly usurious, 
one well-known bank offering to purchase gold at about 95/- per oz. British 
representatives, while willing to dispose of their accumulated stocks on 
reasonably low terms, and likewise willing to forego a fair proportion of their 
profit in order to turn Soviet gold into cash, are exhibiting great resentment 
at the exorbitant terms demanded by some of the Swedish banks. I think, 
however, that in accordance with the usual principles of open competition, 
the difficulties are being overcome by enlisting the aid of well-established and 
experienced private bankers, who appear to be disposed to accept the gold 
and re-ship it to Holland, Switzerland or some other country on such terms 
as will leave them a reasonable margin of profit in the way of commission. 

The Swedish Press generally of the 1st. December published extensive 
articles announcing that the Eastern Trading Company of Stockholm, a 
concern which has hitherto been principally engaged in the carrying on of 
transit trade between the Baltic Provinces, Sweden, and probably other 
European countries, has made a bid for the supply of large quantities of 
textiles for account of the Centrosojus. It would appear that this Company 
has hitherto bought largely from Great Britain, but that owing to the diffi- 
culties of exchange and the uncertain attitude of the British Government 
towards Russia, great efforts are being made to obtain the cheaper varieties 
of cloth and clothing material from Swedish manufacturers. The Company 
alleged that the orders amount to a total sum of Kr. 150,000,000 and 
that 2,000,000 yards of cloth per month are required. Payments are to be 
arranged through the banking firm of Sched in Reval. Even if credence is to 
be attached to this report, it is hardly likely that Swedish manufacturers can 
manufacture this cloth even when working full time, but in any event the 
suggestion is hailed with enthusiasm as it will have the effect of finding work 
for practically the whole body of textile operatives, many of whom have 
either been put on short time or discharged owing to the recent fall in 
demand. The question of payment is, of course, of paramount importance, 
and it is presumed that the necessary safeguards will be taken by Swedish 
manufacturers in placing orders. 

These newspaper articles appear to be directed against British industry, 
and I am inclined to think that they are meant for Swedish consumption and 
probably designed to hasten the British Authorities into formulating some 
working agreement with Russia. As far as I can gather, English mills have 
in stock large quantities of cloth suitable for Russian consumption, and 
providing the question of payment can be satisfactorily solved, Swedish 
manufacturers, have, in view of the very high cost of production in this 
country, not much chance of competing with Lancashire and Yorkshire. 
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The other item to which I think worth while to refer is that of locomotives. 
The Russians are certainly exerting every effort to secure locomotives,? and 
I venture to think that much of the gold which is supposed to be leaving 
Russia will be appropriated for the purchase of engines. I have written at 
considerable length in previous despatches regarding the alleged increase of 
the order with Nydqvist & Holm from 30 to 200 engines, and I learn from 
a private source that Mr. Gunnar Andersson, the individual who carried 
through the agreement whereby the Soviet Authorities became possessed of 
the Nydqvist & Holm works, is now in Berlin for the purpose of arranging 
the placing of an order, on behalf of the Soviet Authorities, with German 
works for 1,200 locomotives. It is interesting to know that Mr. Andersson 
has been persistently applying for permission to proceed to England, and my 
consistent opinion that his object is to negotiate business with British firms 
on behalf of the Soviet Authorities is probably not far from the mark. 

H. KersHaw 


3 Cf. Vol. X, Nos. 229 and 232. 


No. 823 
Note from M. Krassin to Mr. Lloyd George' 
[WV 3685/57/38] 
Copy LONDON, December 1, 1920 


Mr. Krassin presents his compliments to Mr. Lloyd George, and wishes to 
bring the following matter to his personal notice :— 

1. He is obliged to communicate direct with the Prime Minister because 
of the fact that up to now notes directed to the Foreign Office have been left 
unanswered and unacknowledged. 

2. The agreement between Mr. O’Grady and M. Litvinoff, signed on 
February 12th last? provided for the exchange of Russian citizens held against 
their will in England for British citizens held in Russia. 

3. Under its terms, up to June 3oth a large number of British subjects 
were repatriated from Russia to Great Britain. No Russian subjects were 
repatriated during this period. 

4. In the proposals put forward in the British Government’s Notes [sic] of 
June goth,3 the British Government insisted upon the completion of the pro- 
cess of exchange of prisoners as a preliminary to the resumption of trade 
relations. 

5. The Russian Government accepted this condition in its Note of July 7th,* 
and has faithfully carried it into effect. Every British subject within the 


' A copy of this note was sent by Mr. Kerr to the Foreign Office on Dec. 2. 
2 See No. 665, n. 5. 
3 No. 2 in list in Introd. Note to this chapter. * Ibid., No. 3. 
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territory of Russia is free to return. All facilities and every possible assistance 
have been given to them and all those who wish to leave have now been 
handed over on the Finnish territory or elsewhere. 

6. Actually, the Russian Government has gone beyond the terms of the 
agreement of June goth and July 7th, and has used its good offices to persuade 
the Government of Azerbaijan to release the British naval prisoners held at 
Baku. In spite of this, of the Russian citizens held in Great Britain against 
their will, not one has yet been sent home. Lists have been sent by M. 
Krassin to the Foreign Office, but still these unfortunate people are held here. 
There are amongst them men who have for months been unemployed. Their 
families are on the verge of starvation. Through trusting to the honour of 
the British Government they have sold up their homes believing that they 
were to be repatriated. They have waited week after week, month after 
month. They are still waiting. 

7. The Foreign Office, at the expense of these unhappy people, is failing to 
carry out the solemn undertaking of the British Government. M. Krassin 
therefore feels bound to bring directly to the notice of the Prime Minister, a 
matter which involves not only the undeserved suffering of these people, but 
also the violation of the terms of the agreement signed by Mr. O’Grady and 
M. Litvinoff.6 


Ss Cf. No. 803. 
© For the Russian text of the foregoing note see D.V.P.S.S.S.R., vol. iii, No. 198. An 
English translation appeared in Soviet Russia, vol. iv, p. 21. 


No. 824 


General Officer Commanding-in-Chief, Army of the Black Sea, to the Secretary, 
War Office: 


No. 2337/161 [N 4831/29/38] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, December 3, 1920 


I beg to forward this report on the Russian Refugee situation at Con- 
stantinople, for the information of the Secretary of State for War. Soon after 
my arrival here on November 7th the situation in the Crimea became 
steadily worse and the information I received from our Intelligence Group 
there showed that the end was approaching. 

The first request was for accommodation for 80,000 refugees and 2,000 
wounded, which was notified home by Admiral de Robeck, who was then 
High Commissioner. 

The policy of the British Government was conveyed to me by him. 

Circumstances which I will relate have occurred since then which have 
made it incumbent on me to take certain action in the cause of humanity and 
for the protection of the Force under my Command and of the British in- 
habitants. I accept full responsibility for my action. 

1 A copy of this report was transmitted by the War Office to the Foreign Office on 
Dec. 24. 
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While recognising fully that the responsibility rested with the French it 
soon became evident to me that the problem was beyond any organisation 
which they could possess here. Ship after ship absolutely crammed kept 
passing my house. They were all sent to Moda Bay and anchored off 28th 
Divisional Headquarters. About 65 to 70 ships soon collected, some carrying 
up to 8,000 or 10,000, without food or water, the refugees and troops standing 
day and night without any sanitary arrangements. There were no deck 
awnings. The 28th Divisional Headquarters reported to me that the scene 
was indescribable and that their forced inaction was more than British soldiers 
could bear. I immediately approved their desire to give hot soup to the 
nearest ships. I went myself amongst the ships to see the conditions, a sight 
I can never forget. As I described it in one of my reports—a ‘starving mass 
of humanity’. I decided at once with Admiral de Robeck that we must act 
as England would expect us to act, but that in order not to depart from the 
Policy of the Government, we should devote our efforts to helping our French 
Allies to compete with their almost impossible task. We set our bakeries, &c., 
going, and I am glad to say that we have been able to meet every demand 
the French have made on us so far—all transfers of food, tents, blankets, etc., 
etc., being recorded. We have also transferred to the French vacant hospitals, 
barracks and camps. 

With regard to Private effort, a British-Russian Relief Fund was started at 
once and, as its President, I should like to record my deep appreciation of the 
response. Some £2,500 has so far been collected and as an instance of how 
intensely the men of the Services feel for those in distress before their eyes 
I should like to record the generous donation of £300 from the ships’ com- 
panies of H.M.S. ‘Benbow’ and H.MLS. ‘Centurion’ alone. 

The 28th Division have done yeoman service in succouring three large 
ships anchored alongside their Headquarters with hot food, &c., and the 
ready helpers—British men and women—who are hourly getting off the 
children to bathe and clothe them, deserve every credit. I have no hesitation 
in saying they are averting disease and saving life. 

When I wired home to the C.I.G.S. for help I can honestly say that I was 
very seriously concerned. The picture before me was beyond description and 
literally thousands were being landed. The majority are covered with lice 
and vermin and it seemed to me that nothing but a miracle could save us 
from a serious epidemic. With the small force at my disposal and the situa- 
tion distinctly delicate, I was very much concerned for the protection of my 
Force. 

If disease should break out amongst my troops I should in a short time be 
in a very serious position. 

I am more grateful than I can say for the generous help of £20,000 from 
the British Government.? It has not only disarmed the rather unpleasant 


2 Gen. Harington had been authorised to spend £20,000 in relieving destitute civilian 
refugees, particularly women and children, and sick and wounded, on the ‘clear under- 
standing that there is no semblance of participation in any steps for re-equipment or 
reformation of Wrangel’s forces’. 
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propaganda which has been spread as regards our refusal of help and 
brutality but it has enabled us to co-ordinate our efforts into a practical 
scheme. 

The French are struggling manfully with an almost impossible task. They 
asked us to take 10,000 into a Camp at Tuzla. I agreed to take 2,000, 
which I have done, and I have established a camp in some vacant huts and 
tents under Colonel Walshe and officers of his Intelligence Group who were 
in the Crimea. Baths and disinfecting plant exist and I am pleased to say 
that the whole arrangement is working well. 

In the 2,000 landed I found a majority of soldiers. By arrangement with 
the French I have had these moved in order to conform exactly to the Policy 
of the British Government and the Camp now consists of women and children 
and the husbands of these women. The British effort is thus concentrated on 
this Camp. If I have to extend the camp, which I do not want to do, it can 
be arranged. All the clothes made and the money collected go to maintain 
this camp. The only other organisation we assist is the Hospital established 
at the Russian Embassy. This was in extremis. As was to be expected the 
Russians who landed flocked to the Embassy. I have helped to equip this 
Hospital which is under Baroness Wrangel. It was a horrible sight to see 
these wretched people concentrating at the Embassy literally starving. 

I have cancelled all other British effort to ships, &c., and have concen- 
trated upon the Tuzla camp and the Russian Embassy hospital, and I am 
glad to report that the whole of our arrangements are now on a satisfactory 
basis. 

I preside, myself, over the Relief Fund meetings and I allow no money to 
be spent except with my approval on the recommendation of my Finance 
Committee. There is no danger whatever of any money being deflected for 
any purpose except real relief. 

The French are extremely grateful for the help we have given them and 
the Russian Authorities have expressed to me their deep appreciation. 

I do not know what the future will be. The Russian Admiral tells me that 
it is hoped to clear the ships from Moda Bay in about a week and the pro- 
gramme I have been given shows that it is proposed to send elsewhere all 
except 10,000 refugees and 7,000 wounded. I hope this may be done but I 
doubt it. The streets of Constantinople are crowded with Russians—all 
without money. 

So far we have been extraordinarily lucky as regards disease. I hear there 
are many cases of typhus from one ship which went to Mudros. In so far as 
I know, the cases of plague, typhus and smallpox landed here have been 
small but we are by no means out of the wood yet. 

The situation has been a difficult one but I must place it on record that the 
British here, both men and women, have done their utmost, and I speak for 
all when I say that we are deeply grateful to the British Government for the 
gift which has enabled us to act as Britains [sic] always have acted in the 
cause of humanity. 

Nothing we have done or will do can be interpreted in any way as counter 
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to the policy of His Majesty’s Government, and I think I can now say that, 
thanks to the help I have received on all sides, the British Flag has in no way 
been lowered in the cause of humanity. 

C. H. HaRINGTON 


No. 825 
M. Chicherin to Earl Curzon (Received December 6, 9 p.m.) 
No. 1105 Telegraphic [N 3839/70/38] 


moscow, December 4, 1920, 5.45 p.m. 


The Russian Government having through M. Krassin received the draft 
Trade Agreement of the British Government! wishes to point out that the 
fundamental political principles dealt with in the above draft have already 
been agreed upon by both parties as laid down in the British memorandum 
of June 30 and in the Russian Note of July 7.2 This refers both to the question 
of mutual refraining from hostile action and official propaganda and that of 
the compensation to private citizens who had supplied goods or services to 
Soviet Russia. It had further been agreed that on the acceptance of these 
principles as a basis of the subsequent political agreement all further details 
and the elaboration of the political agreement would be referred to the 
pending conference of delegates and experts properly nominated by both 
Governments. The British Government in its memorandum described the 
condition that would be created between the two Governments by the 
adoption of these principles as an armistice preceding the conclusion of 
peace. In its answer of July 7th the Russian Government emphasised with 
no less clearness that it adopts the proposed principles as the basis of an 
agreement which should be the object of negotiations subsequently to be 
conducted between the two Governments. The Russian Government on its 
part sent for this purpose a plenipotentiary delegation to London but un- 
fortunately the British Government by forcibly eliminating one member of 
the Delegation after another has been deliberately avoiding for five months 
any discussion and thus postponing the carrying into effect of the agreement 
concluded. The Russian Government is therefore not a little surprised to 
find in the draft now presented to it the principles agreed upon altered and 
particularized in such a way as to suggest a considerable amplification and 
extension of the engagements of one party only, namely of Russia. It can 
be well understood that the British Government had been temporising in 
coming to a final agreement with the Russian Government in the hope that 
the war of Poland and the mutiny of Wrangel might go against Soviet Russia 
and thus make the latter amenable to harsher terms than those accepted by 
it in July when the fortunes of the war seemed to the misinformed outside 
world to be in the balance. But now that the conflict with Poland is obviously 


1 Handed to M. Krassin on Nov. 29. 
2 See Nos. 2 and 3 in list in Introd. Note to this chapter. 
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nearing a peaccful solution, that the last organised forces of the counter- 
revolution have been utterly crushed, that peace with Finland has been con- 
cluded and ratified3 and that the popularity of Soviet Russia is growing from 
day to day both in the West and more particularly in the East one fails to see 
on what expectations the British Government bases its attempts to impose 
upon the Russian Republic new obligations as to which no discussion has 
taken place and no consent had been obtained from it. Although in spite of 
its repeated friendly and peaceful assurances that British Government during 
the interval in the negotiations has on many occasions been a party to acts 
injurious and detrimental to the interests of Russia as for instance in the case 
of Bessarabia and of Danzig*, the Russian Government, truc to its peaceful 
intentions, declares its readiness to abide by the basis of the agreement of 
June-July but much as it would like to see trade with Great Britain renewed 
it is not prepared to go beyond that agreement or to alter herein a single 
point without properly conducted political negotiations at which both parties 
could formulate their understanding of the main principles and meet each 
other’s desires by way of mutual concessions as laid down once more by the 
Russian Government in its Note of November goth.5 In that Note the Russian 
Government expressed once more the view that the Trade Agreement 
between Great Britain and Russia will have to be accompanied or followed 
by negotiations of a political nature namely in London or some neutral city 
selected by mutual consent. As to mutual abstention from hostile action and 
propaganda and recognition of claims of British citizens for goods delivered 
and services rendered to Soviet Russia it is quite ready to mention in the 
Trade Agreement the simultaneous adoption of the principles as worded in 
the exchange of Notes of June goth and July 7th, as of the basis ofa subsequent 
elaborate agreement which must be the object of a political conference 
between Russia and Great Britain. The engagements which Russia will 
enter upon towards Great Britain in every particular political question 
referred to in this respect will be discussed and negotiated at this conference. 

With [? regard to] engagements which Great Britain will enter upon 
towards Russia. Such has always been the basis on which the Russian 
Government was ready to bind itself as to its action in different parts of the 
world, in particular in Asia in its relations towards Great Britain and it does 
not sce any reason why it should adopt a new attitude in this respect. The 
preamble of the proposed draft and Article 8 must therefore be removed® 
and replaced by a simultaneously adopted repetition of the principles laid 


3 The reference is to the Treaty of Dorpat, signed on Oct. 14 and ratified by Soviet 
Russia on Oct. 23 and Finland on Dec. 11. Cf. Vol. XI, No. 580. 

4 The references are to the treaty of Oct. 28, 1920, whereby Great Britain, France, and 
Italy formally recognized Roumanian sovereignty over Bessarabia (see No. 423), and 
to the supply of munitions to Poland through Danzig during the crisis of the Russo- 
Polish war in July and Aug. 1920 (see Vol. XI, Chap. II, e.g. Nos. 376 and 379). 

5S Enclosure in No. 805. 

6 For the preamble and Article 8 objected to by the Soviet Russian Government see 
Vol. VIII, Ch. XV, Introd. Note. 
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down in the June and July notes as of the basis of the pending conference. 
As to the other Articles of the draft strictly referring to trade their final 
formulation will have to be discussed between the British Government and 
M. Krassin to whom the necessary instructions are forthcoming. The final 
draft will then have to be forwarded to the Russian Government for examina- 
tion and adoption. Parallel with the negotiations as to the Trade Agreement 
or immediately after this has been signed and independently from such the 
political conference provided for in the June and July Notes will have to be 
convened in order to settle on the basis of the principles agreed upon all out- 
standing political questions between Great Britain and Russia. The Russian 
Government hopes that the British Government will agree with it as to the 
expediency of a speedy reply and of a prompt solution ofall pending questions 
and that it will meet the sincere desire of the Russian Government for estab- 
lishing peaceful and friendly relations to the mutual advantage of both parties. 
Chicherin. No. 10304.7 


7 For the Russian text of the foregoing see D.V.P.S.S.S.R., vol. ui, No. 207. An English 
translation appeared in Soviet Russia, vol. iv, p. 222. 


No. 826 
Note from Mr. Lloyd George to M. Krassin' 
[W 4513/57/38] 
Copy LONDON, December 17, 1920 


Mr. Lloyd George presents his compliments to M. Krassin and begs to 
acknowledge the receipt of his memorandum of the 3rd [1st] December in 
regard to the repatriation of prisoners between Russia and Great Britain.? 
Mr. Lloyd George wishes to point out that the reason why no Russian sub- 
jects were repatriated under the Litvinoff Agreement of June 30th was 
because M. Litvinoff himself never communicated the list of persons whom 
the Soviet Government wished to have repatriated. 

As regards the present arrangement, the British Government had already 
repatriated M. Babushkin and his party,3 and the departure of the remainder 
of the Russian subjects was only suspended because of the Soviet Govern- 
ment’s delay in allowing British subjects in Russia to cross the Finnish 
frontier. In view of the fact, however, that a further party of British subjects 
have crossed the frontier just lately, Mr. Lloyd George has arranged that the 
remainder of the Russian party should be allowed to proceed immediately. 
He is arranging for the Foreign Office and the Ministry of Shipping to get 
into touch with M. Krassin in order to complete the arrangements. He trusts 
that by the time the Russian subjects reach Russia all British subjects still 
remaining in Russia, of whom there are still a considerable number, and 
who wish to leave, will have been allowed to cross the frontier. 


1 A copy of this note was sent to the Foreign Office on Dec. 17. 
2 No. 823. 3 See No. 810. 
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No. 827 
Earl Curzon to Lord Hardinge (Paris)! 
No. 17 Telegraphic: by bag [N 8/8/38] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, January 10, 1921, 7 p.m. 


Press reports that French Government having ceased to supply remnants 
of General Wrangel’s army on Gallipoli, latter are becoming indisciplined, 
and Greek Government fearing an invasion into Thrase [sic] is urging 
French Government to sanction adequate relief measures. We have some 
official evidence tending to show that they are in a miserable condition. 

As these troops might equally, if driven to despair, break out into Con- 
stantinople or Asia Minor, you should seek an opportunity to point out 
unofficially to French Government serious trouble that might result from 
withdrawal of all relief. 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 21. 


' Lord Hardinge had succeeded Lord Derby as H.M. Ambassador at Paris on Nov. 
27, 1920. 


No. 828 
Letter from Sir R. Horne! to M. Krassin? 
[NV 6713/86/38] 


Confidential BOARD OF TRADE, January 11, 1921 
Sir, 

You asked me to put in writing the substance of what I stated at our 
recent meeting? on the question of gold. You will understand that though 
there is a prohibition on the export of gold there is no prohibition on its 
import, and that the arrangements we can make for dealing with Russian 
gold must depend upon the establishment of title in this country, and the 
recognition of title elsewhere. Until this is done the gold must be subject to 
such orders as the Courts of the United Kingdom may pronounce in accord- 
ance with the usual judicial procedure. So far as we are concerned, the first 


1 President of the Board of Trade. 

2 A copy of this letter was sent by Mr. Wise to the Foreign Office, where it was received 
on Jan. 13. The filed copy is minuted: ‘This letter represents a distinct change from the 
non-possumus attitude hitherto adopted by the Treasury, and is a very reasonable compromise 
between the free use of Russian gold necessary if trade is to develop to any extent, and the 
severe restrictions of gold transactions necessary if the gold standard is ever to be recovered. 

F. Maxse 13.1.21 


J. D. Gregory 13.1.21 
C.’ 


3 i.e. the twelfth meeting, held on Jan. 10 at the Board of Trade, between representatives 
of H.M.G. and Soviet Russian representatives; see Vol. VIII, Introd. Note to Chap. V. 
M. Krassin left for Moscow on Jan. 12. 
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step to securing this end is obviously to bring a small parcel of gold to this 
country as a basis for a test action. You asked me what we would be prepared 
to do in the event of this course being taken, and (a) of the title to the gold 
being definitely established in this country and accepted elsewhere, or (5) in 
the event of a decision being given by a Court of First Instance only, in the 
United Kingdom, that the title of the Russian Soviet Government to the gold 
cannot be competently disputed. To these questions I am in a position to 
give you a specific reply at once. 

(a) In the event of such a final decision being given, and followed else- 
where, so as to allow of Russia obtaining a sale for her gold in the world market, 
we should have no objection to the grant of re-export licences, without limit 
of time, in respect of Russian gold imported under the arrangement outlined 
below, subject always to the right of the Bank of England to purchase such 
gold at a mutually acceptable price not higher than the world market price. 

(6) Pending the final settlement of the question of title and its recognition 
in the world market, the following are the immediate arrangements which 
the British Government is prepared to make with regard to Russian gold 
(other than British and Allied coins) after the test action as to the title to the 
gold has been decided in the British Court of First Instance in favour of the 
Russian Soviet Government. 

(1) Without prejudice as to title and ownership, imports of Gold from 
Russia exported by or on behalf of the Russian Soviet Government under the 
present arrangements may be consigned in parcels of not less than 25,000 
ounces for delivery at the Bank of England, who shall be notified of such 
consignments prior to shipment. 

(2) Such parcels shall be held for safe custody by the Bank of England 
who, without assuming any responsibility, and subject to payment of all out- 
of-pocket expenses, are to export each parcel to such designation as the 
consignee or a person designated by such consignee may direct. Failing such 
export within six months from the date of the arrival of the Gold at the Bank, 
the Gold is either to be sold to the bank at a price to be mutually agreed, or 
to be sold in the market by the Bank for export for account of the consignee 
or his nominee. Should export be suspended for any period owing to attach- 
ment by the Court any such period shall not be counted in the aforesaid six 
months. 

(3) The Bank of England will have a standing licence for the re-export of 
Gold imported under these arrangements and remaining in their custody, 
and will make no charge for their services beyond the cost of freight, insur- 
ance, carriage, and other expenses incurred by them including charges on 
the usual basis for melting and assaying, if this is desired by the consignee 
or his nominee. 

(4) Gold imported under these arrangements is not at any time whilst 
in this country to pass out of the control of the Bank of England. 

(5) In the event of the British Government desiring to modify its general 
Gold Policy in such a way as to make the above arrangements impracticable, 
the Russian Soviet Government may claim six months’ notice before such 
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modification takes effect. It is understood that in the event of such notice 
being given the Russian Government will be at liberty to give immediate 
notice to terminate the Trade Agreement, notwithstanding the fact that the 
twelve months’ period specified in Article XIII of that Agreement may not 
have expired. 

It is of course understood that, the object of the present arrangements 
being to facilitate and extend trade between the United Kingdom and 
Russia in accordance with the Trade Agreement, all gold imported under 
these arrangements is to be used to pay or to secure the payment for goods 
purchased in the United Kingdom and in particular for goods the product 
or manufacture of the British Empire. 

Iam, &c., 
R. S. Horne 


No. 829 


Sir H. Rumbold' (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received Fanuary 16, 5.45 p.m.) 


No. 27 Telegraphic [N 734/8/38] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, January 13, 1921, 12.30 p.m. 


It is announced that French Government have decided to discontinue 
from January 31st all support of Russian refugees from Crimea, for whose 
maintenance they accepted responsibility two months ago, and transfer it to 
organization which is being set up in Paris and which will appeal for funds 
to Red Cross Societies throughout the world. 

This announcement has naturally given rise to unrest amongst those 
refugees dependent on French support who have learnt of it. Numbers at 
present in receipt of relicf from French are approximated as follows :— 

On shore military 69,000, civilians 6,000. Still afloat or in hospital 4,300. 
Total nearly 80,000. 

Trouble is specially anticipated from Don Cossacks, of whom some 20,000 
are camped at Chatalja and San Stefano and whom it is proposed to transfer 
to Lemnos. 

Situation is aggravated by presence of other elements of unrest such as 
unemployed and unpaid Turkish officers and repatriated prisoners of war, 
Venisclist officers, and others, who have fled from Greece, and Turkish, 
Armenian and Greek refugees from provinces and numerous Bolshevik 
agents who have undoubtedly slipped in. 

General Harington, who as General Officer Commanding-in-Chief of 
Forces of Occupation is ultimately responsible for order and tranquillity in 
this city and neighbourhood, views with grave concern any action which 
may threaten peace of Constantinople. I agree with him in considering that 


1 Sir H. Rumbold had succeeded Admiral de Robeck as British High Commissioner at 
Constantinople on Nov. 17, 1920. 
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any sudden cessation of relief to Russians will assuredly endanger peace 
unless adequate measures for devising new machinery for purpose are made 
beforehand. 

Although French are no doubt primarily concerned, as having accepted 
sole responsibility at time of evacuation of Sebastopol, yet it cannot be dis- 
guised that matter 1s essentially one of common and urgent concern to all the 
Allies, and it is therefore suggested that it might form subject of discussion 
and settlement at approaching meeting of Prime Ministers at Paris.? 


2 Lord Curzon minuted: ‘I hope it will not be raised at the Paris Conference. C 17/1’. 

Later, on Jan. 30, he noted as follows: ‘Beyond a brief conversation between M. Berthelot 
and myself at Paris about the Wrangel refugees near Constantinople for whom the French 
Govt. in the last resort accepts responsibility this subject was not raised at Paris. 

‘We shall soon know if the Krassin agreement comes to anything. 

‘If not, I think that at a given date all the interested Powers ought to repatriate all these 
people to Russia under such guarantees as we can obtain and leave them to be reabsorbed 
in their own country. C., 30/1.’ 


No. 830 
Earl Curzon to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 


No. 35 Telegraphic [N 734/8/38] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, January 19, 1921, 1.15 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 27. (January 13th).! 

His Majesty’s Ambassador at Paris has been instructed to take up this 
question with the French Government? and request them (1) to provide 
further supplies for refugees and (2) to remove dangerous elements near 
Constantinople to either Tunis or Algiers. 


t No. 829. 
2 In Foreign Office despatch No. 186 of Jan. 18 to Paris, not printed. 


No. 831 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received January 23, 5.45 p.m.) 


No. 45 Telegraphic [N 1070/8/38] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, January 21, 1921, 8.30 p.m. 


The absence of all jurisdiction over Russian subjects is becoming a serious 
danger in view of considerable number of these now in Constantinople. 

It is impossible to abandon them to Ottoman tribunals. Moreover, so- 
called Russian Consular Court, which is still sitting, has no legal existence. 

Founded by a de facto authority which no longer exists, we cannot recognise 
it without incurring grave responsibility. As it is, in absence of any other 
court, inter-allied police gives this one its assistance. 
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I agree with my colleague that Netherlands legation, to which regular 
Russian Government had entrusted protection of its nationals and which has 
also claimed it, is only one qualified to assume duty of jurisdiction over them, 
inseparable as this is from protection in a capitulatory country. Netherlands 
Chargé d’Affaires however hesitates, protesting that capitulations have been 
suspended by war, a fact which we do not admit, and he has asked for in- 
structions from his Government. 

I beg Your Lordship, if you approve our point of view, to make strong 
representations at The Hague in order that Dutch legation may receive at 
once formal instructions not to decline this duty, which will certainly be 
onerous; its accomplishment however will be facilitated by High Com- 
missioners who will give their assistance for arrest and detention of accused 
persons and for execution of its judgments. 

Netherlands Consular Court, which sits ordinarily with foreign assessors 
chosen by it (? used to) fall back on Russian authorities for all registrar’s work. 

During Russo-Turkish war! (? German) authority in charge of protection 
of Russians exercised jurisdiction over them now and then in conformity 
with capitulations even before Ottoman Courts. 

My colleagues are telegraphing to their Governments in similar terms. 


t Of 1877-8. 


No. 832 


Lord Hardinge (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received February 2) 


No. 362 [N 1523/8/38] 
PARIS, January 31, 1921 
My Lord, 

In accordance with instructions contained in Your Lordship’s secret 
despatch No. 186 of the 18th January,' I called upon Monsieur Berthelot 
this afternoon and enquired what steps were in contemplation to feed the 
Russian refugees, the remnants of General Wrangel’s Army now scattered 
In camps round Constantinople, and what precautions had been taken to 
ensure the removal of all possibility of danger from that source. 

Monsieur Berthelot assured me that the situation in Constantinople in- 
spires the French Government with as much anxiety as is felt by that of His 
Majesty[’s] Govt. as regards the danger that may be apprehended from the 
presence of these Russians at Tchataldcha and Gallipoli. The most stringent 
and categorical orders have been twice sent during the last few days that 
every single arm in the possession of these troops was to be delivered up. So 
impressed were the French Government with this danger, that further orders 
would be sent again today in that sense. They had become aware that 
General Wrangel desired to keep this Russian refugee Army as a nucleus and 


™ See No. 830, n. 2. 
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an army that could be landed at any spot, at any moment on the Black Sea 
Coast. But the French Government would have none of this and would not 
be a party to it in any way; consequently they were determined to prevent 
these troops having any further military formation, and their main object 
would be to disperse them as soon as possible. Monsieur Berthelot sent for 
Monsieur Peretti,? who is in charge of this question, in order that he might 
give me the fullest possible details of what is being done. The situation, in 
Monsieur Peretti’s opinion, 1s an extremely serious one and he gave me the 
following details. When General Wrangel evacuated the Crimea, the French 
Government anticipated that only a few leaders and their entourage would 
come to Constantinople and that they would not be more than a few hundreds 
in number. But the Russians themselves on their own initiative came in 
Russian ships in large numbers and without any encouragement or desire on 
the part of the French that they should leave the Crimea. Instead of a few 
hundreds no less than 135,000 came. Of these they already have 6,000 in 
Tunis and they are not disposed to have any more since they have not for- 
gotten the trouble that they had with the Russian troops in Algeria and even 
in France during the war. In both countries they had to fire on the Russian 
troops. Thirty thousand have been recently sent to Serbia, a small number 
have been sent to Bulgaria and they were even now trying to send six thou- 
sand to Mexico. The French Government are doing all in their power to 
disperse these troops. Quite recently they prepared a Russian ship with a 
Russian crew at Constantinople and invited anybody to take a passage who 
would like to return to Russia. Not a single passenger came forward. Now, 
Monsieur Peretti explained to me, the French Government are at their wits’ 
end as to how to dispose of these refugees, who in the course of the past three 
months have already cost them 100,000,000 francs and the expenditure is 
still going on, and they see no end to it. He impressed upon me as strongly 
as possible, the urgent necessity of all the Powers helping as much as possible 
to dispose of these Russian refugees in little parcels of men, otherwise he could 
not see how it would be possible for the French Government to continue to 
supply them with food. Monsieur Peretti further told me that they had 
approached the Bolshevik Government with the suggestion to send these 
refugees back to Russia, but they had received no answer to their com- 
munication and they felt that they could not adopt this course without their 
consent, since it might possibly end in their massacre by the Bolsheviks. 

I told Monsieur Berthelot that I would, of course, report to Your Lordship 
what he and Monsieur Peretti had said to me, but that it seemed from the 
account he had given to be a very hopeless situation. Nevertheless there was 
one step that could be taken which would at least help to prevent disorders, 
and that was the immediate formation of a Corps of Gendarmerie. To this 
Monsieur Berthelot assented, but I then added that the corollary to this was 
the immediate recognition of General Harington in Supreme Command, in 
order that he should undertake the recruitment and organisation of such a 
force. I reminded Monsieur Berthelot that I had already replied a few days 


2 Head of the Political and Commercial Department of the French Foreign Office. 


828 


ago to the two notes that I had received from the French Government re- 
lating to General Harington’s command, and I hoped for an immediate 
reply. Monsieur Berthelot remarked that he had been so occupied with 
other matters during last week that he had not yet had time to deal with it 
but that no time should be lost.‘ 
I have, &c., 
HARDINGE OF PENSHURST 


3 These two notes of Jan. 21 are not printed. 

¢ Lord Curzon minuted: ‘This is very much on the lines of M. Berthelot’s brief conversa- 
tion with me. The situation is the aftermath of M. Millerand’s fatuous policy over Wrangel. 
Can no other destination be suggested? Smyrna? Adana? Messina? Beyrout? C 6/2.’ In 
a Foreign Office memorandum dated Jan. 22, not printed, it was stated that M. Berthelot 
had suggested to Lord Hardinge that H.M.G. should join with the French Government 
in assisting the Russian Association in Paris. The author of the memorandum commented: 
‘This proposal practically amounts to a request that half the expenses of the refugees. . . 
should be provided for from British funds.’ He said that any effort to induce H.M.G. ‘to 
undertake any responsibility for the refugees who left South Russia after the defeat of 
General Wrangel should be firmly resisted, and it should be pointed out’ that H.M.G. ‘has 
already spent nearly £1,000,000 on the refugees at present under British control. This 
expenditure has caused considerable criticism in Parliament, and any further commit- 
ments would meet with vigorous opposition’ (cf. No. 809). 


No. 833 


Sir R. Graham! (The Hague) to Earl Curzon 
(Received February 2, 10.15 p.m.) 


No. 12 Telegraphic [N 1542/8/38] 


THE HAGUE, February 2, 1921, 3.20 p.m. 
Your Lordship’s telegram No. 8.2 
I am addressing note to Netherlands Government as directed but as I was 
dining with Netherlands Minister for Foreign Affairs last night I seized this 
opportunity to make a strong verbal representation in the sense of Sir H. 
Rumbold’s telegram No. 45.3 
Monsieur de Karnebeek replied that he had full information regarding 
situation of Russian refugees at Constantinople from Dutch Minister who 
had come here to report on it. His Excellency told me at once that it would 
be quite impossible for Dutch authorities to undertake onerous and trouble- 
some responsibility of assuming jurisdiction as they could not fulfil it properly. 
Apart from heavy expense involved a minimum of fourteen officials con- 
versant with Dutch law would be necessary and these would not be (? sup- 
plied). His Excellency did not see why Dutch authorities should be saddled 
with such a task. It was not they but French authorities who had brought 
Russians to Constantinople and French ought to assume Jurisdiction. 


1 H.M. Minister at The Hague. 2 Of Jan. 31, not printed. 3 No. 831. 
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According to his information they had the machinery and staff available for 
the purpose. 

I appealed to His Excellency’s (? feelings of) humanity and used other 
arguments but could not influence him. Baron Rengers* had evidently made 
him thoroughly afraid of (? prospect). 

It might be worth returning to charge if I could give helpful assurance 
regarding (1) expense, (2) .. .5 Difficulty as to (2) is that some knowledge 
of Dutch law seems to be required. But Monsieur de Karnebeek was so 
emphatic that I am not hopeful of altering his views. 

About ten days ago my French colleague asked Netherlands Government 
for assistance in financing Russian refugees but has had no answer. 


¢ Netherland Minister at Constantinople. S The text is here uncertain. 


No. 834 
Note from Earl Curzon to the Argentine Minister 


[NV 995/39/38] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, February 3, 1921 
Sir :— 

I have the honour to transmit to you herewith, a memorandum on the 
question of Russian refugees now being supported by His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment in Yugo-Slavia, Egypt and Cyprus. As explained in the memorandum 
these refugees were evacuated from South Russia at the time of General 
Denikin’s collapse, and have since that time remained a charge on His 
Majesty’s Government. Every endeavour has been made to find these 
Russians a home in which they could settle as colonists, but in view of the 
existing conditions in Europe it has been difficult for any European country 
to receive a large number of immigrants at the present time. 

2. I should therefore be grateful if you would enquire whether the Govern- 
ment of the Argentine Republic would favour a scheme for the admission 
of Russian immigrants. 

3. In bringing this proposal to your attention, I would point out that the 
admission of these unfortunate people into the Argentine and their establish- 
ment on the land would mean the introduction of a body of colonists of a good 
type into the territory of the Republic, in addition to being an eminently 
humane action. 

4. In these circumstances I would express an earnest hope that this pro- 
posal will receive the favourable consideration of your Government. 

I have, &c., 
(for the Secretary of State) 
J. D. GreGoryY 
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ENCLOSURE IN No. 834 
Russian Refugees in Yugo-Slavia, Egypt and Cyprus 


At the time of General Denikin’s collapse at the beginning of 1920 a large 
number of Russians were evacuated from South Russian ports in order that 
they might not fall into the hands of the Bolsheviks. His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment undertook to remove these Russians to a place of safety and to maintain 
them until suitable employment could be found for them abroad, or until it 
was possible for them to return to their own country. 

2. These refugees to the number of 9,000 were removed to camps in 
Lemnos, Cyprus and Egypt, where they have since been maintained by His 
Majesty’s Government. In October, 1920, His Majesty’s Government 
entered into an agreement with the Government of the Serbs, Croats and 
Slovenes by which the latter undertook to admit the refugees from Lemnos, 
Cyprus and Egypt on certain conditions. In accordance with this arrange- 
ment 2,080 refugees were moved from Lemnos to Yugo-Slavia in November 
1920 and have been settled in various parts of that country. The rest still 
remain in internment camps in Cyprus and Egypt, although it is hoped that 
it may be possible to move them to Yugo-Slavia at a later date. 

3. In view of the conditions prevailing in their own country the majority 
of these Russians are anxious to obtain employment and would be prepared 
to settle as colonists in some country abroad. Life in refugee camps, no 
matter how good the conditions may be, cannot but have a demoralising 
effect, and His Majesty’s Government are therefore most anxious to move 
those Russians now on their hands to some country where they might usefully 
be employed. It is not easy to find any permanent abode for these people in 
Europe owing to the difficult conditions of life which have been created by 
the war in every European country, and it is necessary to look further afield 
to other countries where conditions are more favourable for the reception of 
immigrants. 

4. His Majesty’s Government therefore are anxious to ascertain whether 
the Government of the Argentine Republic would be in a position to receive 
in the course of this year, a number of Russian immigrants, who could be 
settled on the land as agriculturalists. His Majesty’s Government would 
guarantee that only the names of such Russians would be put forward as 
were free from any suspicion of Bolshevism, and whose desire was to find 
employment as agriculturalists, engineers or artisans. In the event of the 
Government of the Argentine Republic looking with favour on this proposal, 
His Majesty’s Government will consider the question of the transportation 
of the refugees to the Argentine, provided that their financial responsibility 
ceases on the date on which the refugees disembark at Buenos Aires. 

5. Enquiries have been made from the refugee camps in Yugo-Slavia, 
Egypt and Cyprus in order to ascertain the number of the refugees who 
would be suitable for employment as agriculturalists or as artisans. Out of 
the 6,000 refugees which [sic] now remain on the hands of His Majesty’s 
Government, it is estimated that 2,500 including wives and children would be 
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suitable for employment on the land, and another 500 as engineers or artisans. 
His Majesty’s Government would therefore be willing to make any arrange- 
ments which might be convenient to the Government of the Argentine 
Republic for the transport of these 3,000 refugees if the latter look with favour 
on the reception of Russian immigrants. 


No. 835 


Memorandum by Earl Curzon on the Krassin Negotiations! 


[W 1997/5/38] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, February, 19217 


M. Chicherin’s latest reply? with the new draft preamble which M. 
Krassin is bringing back is even more impudent and mendacious than his 
previous performances. He actually declares that there are no Russian 
forces in Persia, although the Soviet treaty now being concluded with Persia 
(of which we have the text) provides specifically for their withdrawal:+ he 
says that there is no propagandist organisation at Tashkent, although we 
know everything about it; he declares that the Russians had nothing to do 
with the revolution in Bokhara, although we have seen all the telegrams from 
Moscow directing it; he protests that the Russians have not tried to conclude 
a treaty with Afghanistan, with a view to inciting trouble on the Indian 
frontier, although we are familiar with the exact terms in which this end is 
sought to be obtained ;5 he denies all connection with the Third International, 
which is entirely under Muscovite control. 

With so colossal and finished a liar it is useless to cope. Nor, after my last 
reply, which I said would be the last of the series, would I propose to do so. 
The fusilade might go on till the dark-haired among us become grey, the grey- 
haired white, and the white bald. 

What we have to settle is whether we insist upon the original preamble,® 
drafted by Sir Robert Horne and approved by the Cabinet, or what modi- 
fications, if any, we will admit into it. 

Here let me point out that the Soviet reply is evidently a composite pro- 
duction. The first part is written by someone who wants to treat the political 
negotiations as entirely separate from the trade negotiations, and who 
postulates the summoning of a political conference before any political agree- 
ment is arrived at. But this combatant presently retires from the field; and 


1 This memorandum was prepared for circulation to the Cabinet. 

2 The day of the month is not recorded: a copy of the memorandum was entered on the 
Foreign Office file on Feb. 14, 1921. 

3 Of Feb. 4; see No. 26 in list in Introd. Note to this chapter (the translation printed in 
Degras does not cover the concluding paragraphs of the note). Cf. No. 836 and, for the 
Russian text of the note, see D.V.P.S.S.S.R., vol. i11, No. 284. 

4 See Vol. XIII, e.g. Nos. 674 and 680, n. 2. 

5 See No. 708, n. 5. 

6 See The Times of Jan. 25, p. 12, and No. 25 in the list in the Introd. Note to this chapter. 
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the latter part of the note is written by someone who drops altogether the 
proposal of a political delegation (knowing that it has no chance of accep- 
tance), who declares that the Soviet Government ‘abides by its decisions of _ 
concluding with Great Britain the intended Trade Agreement,’ and pleads 
only for an amendment in the preamble, as follows: The amendment sug- 
gested is that after our words ‘the Soviet Government refrains from any 
attempt by military action or propaganda to encourage any of the peoples 
of Asia in any form of hostile action against British interests or the British 
Empire, especially in Asia Minor, Persia, Afghanistan and India’ there 
should be added these words :— 


‘On their part the Government of the United Kingdom will desist and 
refrain from undertaking or assisting any hostile action or propaganda in 
any form against the interests or the security of Soviet Russia in the above- 
mentioned countries as well as in the countries which formed a part of the 
former Russian Empire and which have now become independent States, 
on the ground of the right of the peoples to self-determination, and will 
also refrain and desist from encouraging or supporting in any way hostile 
actions against Soviet Russia on the part of Japan, Germany, Poland, 
Roumania, Hungary, Czecho-Slovakia, Bulgaria, Greece, Jugo-Slavia, 
and will not interfere in Soviet Russia’s relations with other countries nor 
hamper these relations. The contracting parties reciprocally engage 
themselves to respect the independence and integrity of Persia, Afghani- 
stan, and of the territory of the Turkish National Assembly.’ 


As to the above, it will be observed that, both in the words employed and 
in the areas affected, the pledges that we are invited to give are incomparably 
wider and more precise than those which we sought to obtain. In fact, they 
are ludicrous in their absurdity, and are no doubt introduced as a prize 
illustration of Soviet humour. The brightest touch of the latter is when we 
are required to respect the independence and integrity of ‘the territory of the 
Turkish National Assembly’, i.e., Mustapha Kemal. 

This may be very good fooling, but it does not help us to a conclusion, and 
if we once begin to wrangle about this or that country and this or that phrase, 
we may go on for ever. Why not, after our phrase above quoted, insert a 
simple sentence to the effect that we accept a similar obligation ‘in the now 
independent States which formed a part of the former Russian Empire’— 
and leave it at that? We shall keep our undertaking, and the Soviet will not 
keep theirs; but the conviction has now been forced upon us that that is an 
inseparable feature of dealing with such people. 

It will be remembered that the Cabinet decided that if and when the 
Trade Agreement is signed, a letter should simultaneously be handed to 
M. Krassin indicating in greater detail our evidence as to the steps actually 
taken by the Soviet Government in propaganda and hostilities in the 
countnies specifically referred to. This has been brought up to date, and will, 
I think, have a damping effect even upon the humour of M. Chicherin. 

C. oF K. 
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No. 836 


M. Chicherin to Earl Curzon (Received February 22)! 
No. 4389 Telegraphic [N 2448/5/38] 

Moscow, February 22, 1921! 

On February 4th we communicated to you our three conditions, after 

adoption of which further details of trade draft can be adjusted and agree- 
ment definitely concluded. 

We cannot conceal our astonishment at not having as yet received any 

answer from the British Government. Such prolonged absence of any 

answer leaves room for unfavourable interpretation as to Great Britain’s 


attitude towards further trade negotiations. We beg therefore to point out 
urgency of giving us the desired answer. 


1 The times of despatch and receipt are not recorded. 
2 See No. 835, n. 3. For the Russian text of this note see D.V.P.S.S.S.R., vol. iii, No. 299. 


No. 837 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Leslie (Reval) 


No. 20 Telegraphic [N 2448/5/38] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, February 25, 1921, 5.45 p.m. 


Following for Chicherin from Earl Curzon :— 

“In my last telegram of 6th January! I expressed my reluctance to continue 
controversial discussion by telegram, which is attended with no practical 
result. His Majesty’s Government are awaiting return of M. Krassin to this 
country in order to hear from him detailed explanation of latest Russian 
proposals, which cannot be advantageously dealt with in any other way.’2 


1 See No. 24 in list in Introd. Note to this chapter. 
2 M. Krassin returned to England on March 5. 


No. 838 
Sir A. Young! (Belgrade) to Earl Curzon (Received March 3, 11.20 a.m.) 


No. 51 Telegraphic [(N 2815/38/38] 


BELGRADE, March 2, 1921, 4.10 p.m. 

My telegram No. 48.2 
I have had long interview with President of the Council this morning and 
used every argument but I could not move him. He makes no further 


! H.M. Minister at Belgrade. 

2 Of Feb. 27, not printed. In this Sir A. Young reported that an official of the ‘Serbian’ 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs had called on him to beg that the transfer to Serbia of Russian 
refugees in Cyprus and Egypt should be postponed ‘owing to crisis arising from failure of 
French to provide for refugees from Crimea’. 
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pretence of asking us merely to postpone the transfer of refugees but begs us 
to find some other country to send them to. He states that Serbian Govern- 
ment have no place to put them in, that presence of refugees has become a 
source of disorder and political disquiet and that incursion of 20 to 30,000 
Russians from Crimea is a new fact which has created a situation quite other 
than that which existed when our agreement was made. 

He has already instructed the Serbian Minister in London to represent 
the above to His Majesty’s Government. 

Had not His Majesty’s Minister at Athens better be instructed to desist 
from further action? 

Repeated to Cairo and Constantinople. 


No. 839 
Colonel Stokes (Batum) to Earl Curzon (Received March 10, 5.45 p.m.) 


No. 79 Telegraphic [N 3133/36/38] 
Secret BATUM, March 5, 1921' 


Following is précis of speech by Trotzky at a secret meeting of military 
chiefs of Soviet January 20th at Moscow (Begins.) 

“We are nearing victory and our army is at the doors of the East. Georgia 
alone stands in our way and its occupation by us offers no obstacle. The red 
flag will soon fly over (? the East) (? and the) millions of India, Persia and 
Turkey be (? freed). 

‘Comrade Stalin has truly said “autonomous republics such as Poland, 
Finland, Georgia etc., in (? Russia) (? are) but a temporary necessary evil. 
Their desire to keep their (? nationality) .. .2 language is but an empty 
dream and national schools and other such institutions are therefore useless’’. 

‘I entirely agree with Stalin. Our aim is establishment of a world-wide 
Bolshevik State directed from Moscow. 

‘As Georgia is our last barrier to the East so is Poland to the West. 

“We must act in unison with oppressed peoples of the West and march on 
to victory with .. .? as our Allies. Immediate attention is to be paid to re- 
organisation of the army with the aid of our great ally and officers of its 
general staff. 

“We must be on our guard against re-action (? and) pan Islamic (? strength). 
(? Though) we sacrifice lives of tens of thousands of innocent people we must 
go on. 

‘Our next objectives in the path of the world victory are destruction of 
Georgia and Poland. Georgia is the key of the East and Poland of the West. 

‘Those who are not for us are against us; there can be no non-communists.’ 
(Ends). 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 81. 

Sent to India, Baghdad and Teheran. 


t Forwarded from Constantinople on March g at 7.30 p.m. 
2 The text is here uncertain. 
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No. 840 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received March ro, 11.35 p.m.) 


No. 166 Telegraphic [N 3121/2866/38| 


CONSTANTINOPLE, March 8, 1921, 7 p.m. 


Bolshevik commercial mission composed of eight or ten persons has 
recently arrived here via Tiflis and is developing considerable activity. 

Head of it is a certain Bronislaw Kouditsch who represents that he has full 
power from co-operative societies of Russia and 1s in telegraphic communica- 
tion with Krassin. 

He has written officially to His Britannic Majesty’s Consul-General, 
enquiring whether there is any objection to his purchasing goods from 
British firms and has also solicited facilities for communication with Moscow 
by wireless. 

Mission appears to have ample credit with Italian Banco Disconto but, 
though ostensibly very active, does not yet appear to have completed any 
important business. 

It is regarded with considerable suspicion by Intelligence Department of 
General Headquarters, who regard its ostensible commercial activity as a 
cloak for political propaganda and anti-British intrigue. 

Some confirmation of this suspicion is offered by obvious attempts to play 
Americans off against ourselves. 

In view of your telegram No. 334 of April 14th! which is the latest instruc- 
tion touching on this point, I should be glad to be informed as to Your 
Lordship’s views in regard to attitude to be adopted towards this mission. 


1 This telegram will be printed in Vol. XIII, No. 49. 


No. 841 
Earl Curzon to Field-Marshal Viscount Allenby (Cairo) 
No. 177 Telegraphic [N 2815/38/38] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, March 14, 1921, 7 p.m. 


My telegram No. 126 (February 23rd).! 
You should suspend arrangements for transfer of refugecs to Serbia. 
Repeated Belgrade No. 53, Constantinople No. 160, and Athens No. 46. 


1 Not printed. This had instructed Lord Allenby to make the necessary arrangements 
for the transfer of Russian refugees from Egypt to Serbia as soon as possible. 
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No. 842 
Earl Curzon to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 165 Telegraphic [N 3121/2866/38] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, March 16, 1921, 9 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 166 (of 8th March). (Bolshevik Commercial Mission). 

Withdrawal of Mission would be best course. 

Meanwhile you should: 

1. Refuse facilities for wireless communication with Moscow. 

2. Inform Mission that British merchants are free to trade or not as they 
wish. 

3. Generally have as little to do with them as possible. 


™ No. 840. 


No. 843 
Earl Curzon to Mr. Leslie (Reval) 
No. 26 Telegraphic [N 3524/3276/38] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, March 17, 1921, 8 p.m. 

Following for M. Chicherin: 

His Majesty’s Government have now issued orders to the officers com- 
manding the British Fleet afloat cancelling the instructions with regard to 
the hostile action to be taken towards submarines controlled by the Soviet 
Government, as communicated to you in my telegram of September 26th 
last.! 

His Majesty’s Government therefore trust that the Soviet Government, on 
its part, will see its way to the immediate issue of instructions to officers in 
command of submarines that such vessels will only approach British men-of- 
war in daylight and on the surface with their colours flying. This is the 
accepted practice with British submarines in the presence of foreign vessels. 


™ Not printed, see No. 15 in list in Introd. Note to this chapter. In a letter of March 15 
to the Admiralty (not printed) the Foreign Office had suggested that the instructions should 
be cancelled ‘in view of the fact that His Majesty’s Government are on the eve of concluding 
a Trade Agreement with the Soviet Government and that there are no grounds for assuming 
that the submarines above referred to intend to attack British ships’. 

2 The British proposal was accepted in a telegram from M. Chicherin of March 27, com- 
municated by M. Krassin to Mr. Wise on March 29, and to the Foreign Office on March 31. 
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No. 844 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received March 19, 5.50 p.m.) 


No. 186 Telegraphic [N 3608/8/38] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, March 17, 1921, 12.10 p.m. 


French High Commissioner tells me under instructions from his govern- 
ment he has summoned General Wrangel in writing to break up his military 
formations with a view to facilitating their emigration abroad or repatriation 
to Russia. My French colleague explained to me that French Government 
really could not undertake to continue providing rations for Russian refugees. 

I understand privately that if General Wrangel does not conform with this 
request the rations will be reduced in instalments. General Wrangel may be 
expected vigorously to oppose any suggestions to disband his formations as 
he contends that it is particularly desirable that his army which is the only 
organised anti-Bolshevik force outside Russia should be ready to benefit by 
present events in that country. 


No. 845 


Earl Curzon to H.M. Representatives at Constantinople, Tehran, Cairo, 
Riga, Helsing fors, Warsaw, Bucharest, Vladivostok, and Washington 


Circular No. 24 Telegraphic [N 3596/5/38] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, March 19, 1921, 5 p.m. 


Trade agreement with Russia was signed on March 16th by President of 
Board of Trade and Krassin, and comes into force immediately. Printed 
copies of agreement and declaration regarding claims annexed to it! and of 
letter presented simultaneously to Krassin setting forth details of hostile 
action and propaganda at present being carried on in Central Asia? will be 
sent by bag. Following is summary of agreement :— 


Preamble 


Pending conclusion of formal general Peace Treaty it is desirable that 
preliminary agreement for peaceful trade and commerce should be arrived at. 
Present agreement is subject to fulfilment of following conditions :— 


(a2) That each party refrains from hostile action and undertakings against 
the other, and from conducting outside its own borders any official propa- 
ganda direct or indirect against the institutions of the British Empire, or the 
Russian Soviet Republic respectively, and more particularly that the Russian 


t For the text of the Agreement and the annexed declaration see B.F.S.P., vol. 114, 


PP- 373-9- 
2 This letter was printed in The Times of March 17, 1921, p. II. 
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Soviet Government refrains from any attempt by military or diplomatic or 
any other form of action or propaganda to encourage any of the peoples of 
Asia in any form of hostile action against British interests or the British 
Empire, especially in India and in the independent state of Afghanistan. The 
British Government gives a similar particular undertaking to the Russian 
Soviet Government in respect of the countries which form part of the former 
Russian Empire, and which have now become independent. 

(6) Repatriation of British subjects in Russia and Russian citizens in the 
British Empire. 

It is understood that the term ‘conducting any official propaganda’ in- 
cludes the giving by either party of assistance or encouragement to any 
propaganda conducted outside its own borders. 

Both parties undertake to give forthwith all necessary instructions to their 
agents and to all persons under their authority to conform to the stipulations 
undertaken above. (End of Preamble). 


Clause 1 


Both parties agree not to impose or maintain any form of blockade against 
each other and to remove forthwith any obstacles hitherto placed in the way 
of the resumption of trade between the two countries, or between those 
countries and other foreign countries, and not to exercise any discrimination 
against such trade as compared with that carried on with any other foreign 
country, or to place any impediments in the way of banking, credit, and 
financial operations for the purpose of such trade. 

It is understood that nothing in this article shall prevent either party from 
regulating the trade in arms and ammunition under general provisions of 
law which are applicable to the import of arms and ammunition from, or 
their export to, foreign countries. Nothing in this article shall be construed 
as overriding the provisions of any general International Convention such 
as Opium Convention. 


Clause 2 


British and Russian ships their crews and cargoes in Russian and United 
Kingdom ports shall receive all the usual facilities given to foreign merchant 
ships. His Majesty’s Government undertake not to support any measures 
restricting Russian ships from free navigation of high seas, straits and navig- 
able waterways which are enjoyed by other foreign ships. Provided that 
nothing in this article shall impair the right of either party to take such 
precautions as are authorised by their respective laws with regard to the 
admission of aliens into their territories. 


Clause 3 


Russian Government undertake to clear sea passages to their ports of 
mines. British Government will assist them in this with any information in 
their possession. Russian Government will give all necessary information 
to International Mine Clearance Committee. Russian Government may 
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however take or refuse to disclose any measures they consider necessary for 
the protection of their territories. 


Clause 4 


Each party may, subject to various safeguards, nominate a number of its 
own nationals to enter and remain in the territory of the other party for pur- 
poses of trade. Such persons to enjoy a variety of privileges. 


Clause 5 


Either party may appoint a number of official agents to reside and exercise 
functions in territory of the other, they shall enjoy privileges mentioned in 
Clause 4 and also exemption from arrest and search. Such agents shall have 
access to the authorities of the country in which they reside and be allowed 
to use cyphers and sealed bags. Such agents shall be competent authorities 
to visa passports. 


Clause 6 


Each party undertakes generally to ensure that persons admitted into its 
territory under the two preceding articles shall enjoy all the rights necessary 
for trade subject to any legislation generally applicable in the respective 
countries. 


Clause 7 
Provides for the renewal of postal parcels and telegraph arrangements. 


Clause 8 


Passports, documents of identity etc. certified by competent authorities 
of either country shall be treated in the other country as if certified by the 
authorities of a recognised foreign government. 


Clause 9 


His Majesty’s Government will not seize or attach gold securities or com- 
modities exported from Russia and not identifiable as property of His 
Majesty’s Government. 


Clause 10 


Russian Government will not claim or dispose of in any way funds of late 
Russian Government in the United Kingdom. His Majesty’s Government 
make similar declaration. 


Clause II 


Produce of one country imported into the other shall be free from requisi- 
tion by central or local authorities. 


Clause 12 


Questions of copyrights etc. shall be equitably dealt with under the Peace 
Treaty. 
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Clause 13 


The present agreement shall come into force immediately and both 
parties shall at once take all necessary measures to give effect to it. After 
12 months from present date six months’ notice of termination may be given, 
provided also that Russian Government shall have right to terminate agree- 
ment forthwith if courts of United Kingdom authorise attachment of gold, 
securities, or property not identifiable as exclusive property of a British 
subject on account of debts of present or previous Russian Government. 
(End of agreement). 


Under declaration of recognition of claims attached to agreement both 
parties declare that all claims of either party or its nationals against the other 
party or its predecessors shall be equitably dealt with in the Peace Treaty. 
In the meantime and without prejudice to the above the Russian Govern- 
ment recognise in principle liability to compensate private persons who have 
supplied goods or services to Russia for which they have not been paid. 
British Government makes a corresponding declaration. 


Repeated by Vladivostock to Peking and Tokio, and by Riga to Reval and 
Kovno. 
Repeated by bag to other capitals in Europe. 


Wt 2107 S.O. Code No. 59-92-1-12* 
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